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Abstract
THE NEBRASKA TEACHER PIPELINE: TRENDS IN PERCEPTIONS OF
PREPAREDNESS OF NOVICE TEACHERS
Cassandra A. DeStefano, Ed.D.
University of Nebraska, 2023
Advisor: Elliott Ostler, Ed.D.

The increased attrition in the teacher workforce has policy makers at state and
national levels attempting to fill vacancies from a candidate pool that is drying up.
Particularly of interest is the percentage of beginning teachers who are leaving the profession
early in their careers. Researchers have examined elements of preparation or induction
programs in relation to teacher effectiveness to understand needs of preservice and novice
teachers. Elements such as required coursework, clinical experiences, mentoring programs,
and professional development have been studied. Some studies have examined preparedness
in relation to student achievement or supervisor appraisals of novice teachers. Researchers
have also analyzed data which reveals teacher perception of preparedness. The Nebraska
Department of Education began issuing a survey to first year teachers and their supervising
principals in 2017 to gather data around the perceived level of preparedness of new teachers.
In this modified Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) study, the survey results were analyzed to
reveal trends in the perceptions of beginning teachers and of their supervising principals.
Likert response portion of the survey was analyzed. Proportions of the data revealed
noteworthy changes over time. Chi squared analytics were applied to uncover patterns of
statistical significance which were housed in a probability matrix. The outcome of this
modified EDA study explored additional implications for preparation and support of

preservice and beginning teachers.
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Chapter 1: The Problem

Introduction

Why is one of the most noble professions of all time facing an extreme crisis?
The combination of a shrinking candidate pool of highly qualified teachers and a growing
amount of teacher attrition has presented a major challenge for the future of public
schools in the United States. “Teacher shortages and attrition are an ongoing problem,
especially in the highest-needs, lowest-resourced schools” (Ashcraft, 2020, p. 13).
National Education Association (NEA) author Tim Walker (2022) presented the fact that
between February of 2020 and January of 2022, there were close to 400,000 fewer
teachers. He continued to affirm what organizations like the Learning Policy Institute
(2016) have predicted when it comes to the rapid decline in the teacher workforce. In an
NEA survey of members in January 2022, an alarming 55 percent of respondents say they
plan to retire or leave early (Walker, 2022, p. 18). Many researchers acknowledge a
paradigm shift in average years of teaching experience within the teacher workforce to
attrition rates.

Redding and Nguyen (2021) have pointed out one significant change in the
teacher workforce in the past two decades is a result of the mass retirement of teachers in
the baby-boom generation. The typical number of years of teaching experience in the late
1980s was 15 years (Ingersoll & Strong, 2011). By 2007, teachers serving in their first
year were now the largest group of teachers. In other words, novice teachers began to
outnumber seasoned teachers who could provide professional support (Redding &
Nguyen, 2021). Consequently, lack of support caused a mild increase of early career

attrition making the climate of the teacher workforce even more unstable (Ingersoll &



Strong, 2011). There has been a wealth of research devoted specifically to attrition of
beginning teachers presumably for this reason.

For the purpose of this publication, teacher attrition occurs when a qualified
educator leaves the classroom in pursuit of other opportunities outside of education.
Analysis of data from nationally recognized surveys have yielded a variety of attrition
rates for beginning teachers. For instance, in 2011, Ingersoll and Strong explained that
between 40 percent and 50 percent of teachers leave the profession in the first five years.
This was an increase from previous work done by Ingersoll (2003) in which the range
was from 20 percent to 50 percent. Then, in their 2014 study, Ingersoll et al. cited a
source from Perda (2013) who not only reinforced the increasing trend in beginning
teacher attrition but also documented attrition of beginning teachers at a specific rate of
42 percent. As the timeline progressed, Gray and Taie (2015) pointed out that beginning
teachers in the first five years of teaching leave the profession at a lower rate of 17
percent while the 2016 report from the Learning Policy Institute found that number to
range between 19 and 30 percent (Sutcher et al., 2016).

Despite variations in attrition rates of new teachers, one thing is certain: a large
number of beginning teachers are not staying in the profession. Researchers who have
recognized that teacher retention is just as imperative as teacher recruitment have been
examining potential reasons for the trend in beginning teacher attrition. For example,
Ramos and Hughes (2020) suggest that, although financial factors have proven to be a
factor in teacher attrition, there are other contributing causes that have limited research.

Beginning teachers experience a wide array of challenges, especially in their first

year. In a 2007 study of 641 first-year teacher perceptions, Rochkind et al., found 41



percent of middle school and high school teachers experienced frustration with discipline
while 33 percent of elementary teachers felt the same. This data reinforces findings from
Ingersoll (2003) who connected teacher morale and classroom climate in his research
surrounding personal motivators of teachers to remain in the profession. “While
undesirable working conditions have gained standing as potential motivation for teacher
departures, issues with student discipline and classroom management in particular have
begun to stand out as significant sources of conflict and internal career dissonance for
educators” (Ramos & Hughes, 2020, p. 5). This internal career dissonance is paired with
limited amounts of self-efficacy.

Many researchers contend that a high level of self-efficacy in early teaching
careers is a result of adequate preparation and support for new educators. It is widely
recognized that these crucial ingredients are needed to ensure the success of a beginning
teacher, but researchers, practitioners, and policy makers have differing ideas about what
should be targeted to help bolster beginning teacher self-efficacy, and, ultimately, the
retention of the next generation of teachers.

The following dissertation provides an overview of literature and an explorative
research study which was conducted in partnership with the Nebraska Education Policy
Research Lab. The tenet of the Teacher Pipeline Project encompassing the focus of
preparedness of Nebraska’s novice teachers was the focus of the study. Results and
implications for additional studies are also discussed.

Conceptual Framework
Amidst the government and nonpartisan organizations that had their hands in

what has become known as educational reform in the 80s and 90s came a framework to



help measure teacher preparedness. The Chief Council of State School Officers (CCSSO)
worked in conjunction with seven other organizations to form the Interstate New Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) in 1987. The standards, which were
released in 1992, became a framework for measurement of how prepared beginning
teachers were as they entered the profession. In 2011, the standards were adapted
becoming “model core teaching standards that outline what [all] teachers should know
and be able to do” instead of just those who are new (CCSSO, 2011, p. 3). The acronym
changed was changed to reflect the modifications so that presently, the standards are
referred to as INTASC.

These updated standards serve as a catalyst for synchronous practices across state
lines. Hill et al. (2010) explain that the standards contain indicators of performance;
however, the indicators should not be used as a prescriptive checklist. Rather, the
indicators, when used as an observational tool, can provide meaning in context for each
standard. The CCSSO has expressed the fact that the standards, when demonstrated, will
vary in their level of sophistication depending upon a teacher’s years of experience (Hill
etal., 2010).

In all, the INTASC standards are comprised of ten fundamental tenets of teaching.
The CCSSO has provided descriptors of not only the nature of each standard, but also a
series of sub-standards which explain what performances, essential knowledge, and
critical dispositions every teacher should be able to demonstrate (CCSSO, 2011). A
secondary document was released in 2013 which provides descriptors for progression
within each standard (CCSSO, 2013). The INTASC standards will serve as the conceptual

framework for this study.



Definitions

Teacher Attrition: for this study, teacher attrition refers to teachers who leave a state’s
public school system in order to move into a nonteaching profession (Meyer et. al,
2019)

Beginning Teacher: for this study, a beginning teacher is a certified staff member
employed in a Nebraska public school building who has five years of service or
less.

Teacher Preparedness: a beginning teacher’s competence to perform required duties as
outlined in the INTASC professional standards of teaching

First-Year Teacher: an educator who has successfully completed preservice coursework
and clinicals, has earned a certificate to teach by the Nebraska Department of
Education, and is serving in their first year as a certified teacher in a classroom.

Third-Year Teacher: an educator who has successfully completed preservice
coursework and clinicals, has earned a certificate to teach by the Nebraska
Department of Education, and is serving in their third year as a certified teacher in
a classroom.

Perception: a generally held view, judgement or appraisal about a particular matter one
believes to be true; a subjective opinion of reality based upon experience

Operational Definitions

Preparedness for Classroom Teaching was measured with the use of Likert ranked

based responses. Language measured perceived frequency or perceived proficiency.



Project Overview

The completion of this dissertation served as one portion of the Teacher Pipeline
Project which was commissioned by the Nebraska Education Policy Research Lab in
partnership with the Nebraska Department of Education (NDE). The research team,
which is headed by Dr. Tamara Williams, is undergoing Exploratory Data Analysis
processes to uncover myths and realities in the recruitment, mobility, and retention of
teachers in Nebraska’s public schools. Team members have been focusing on seven
different elements which make up the teacher pipeline:

1. Early recruitment efforts of potential educators

2. Mobility and migration trends of Nebraska’s teacher work force

3. Mobility and migration trends of Nebraska’s teachers of color

4. Mobility and migration trends of Nebraska’s STEM teachers

5. Mobility and migration trends of Nebraska’s teachers in rural school districts

6. Perceived preparedness of beginning teachers and their supervisors

7. The impact of Nebraska’s Excellence in Teaching Act (2010)

In the first phase of this project, researchers partnered with students of statistical
analysis at the University of Nebraska, Omaha to explore trends in various data provided
by the NDE. Researchers on the team developed a list of questions which could be
answered or addressed through data analysis and interpretation. Conceptual themes were
developed for continued inquiry and data collection in the next phase of the project. This
dissertation focused on the sixth tenet of the teacher pipeline: Perceived preparedness of

beginning teachers and their supervisors.



Reasons Why “Teacher Preparedness” is Significant

It is important to consider the phenomenon of perceived preparedness of
beginning teachers and that of their supervisors in relation to the professional teaching
standards set by the Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INnTASC).
By examining perceptions of preparedness as they relate to these professional teaching
standards, policy makers and administrators can better understand the needs of novice
Nebraska educators thereby developing retention strategies. Outcomes might also help to
inform local teacher preparation programs as institutions navigate accreditation
processes. Insights about how prepared beginning teachers believe themselves to be in
their first years of teaching could inform future decision making to strengthen retention
and to grow the teacher pipeline.

Using modified Exploratory Data Analysis methods, the purpose of this study was
to explore the unidentified trends of perceived preparation for beginning Nebraska
teachers in their first and third years in current and past educational environments.
Within the study, Exploratory Data Analysis methods began with the research question:

What are the trends of perceived preparation of beginning teachers by teachers

and by teacher supervisors in Nebraska in relation to INTASC professional

standards?

The research question was decomposed into the following measurement elements:

a. What are the trends in first year teacher data over time within the Likert
responses to perceived frequency or proficiency of INTASC standards?
b. What are the trends in third year teacher data over time within the Likert

responses to perceived frequency or proficiency of INTASC standards?



c. What are the trends in data from supervisors of first year teachers over
time within the Likert responses to perceived frequency or proficiency of
INTASC standards?

d. What are the trends in data from supervisors of third year teachers over
time within the Likert responses to perceived frequency or proficiency of

INTASC standards?
To reveal intended results, the following tools of analysis were employed:

e. Exploratory Analytics: Proportions within and between identified sets of
data within the probability matrix
f. Exploratory Analytics: Relationships within and between identified sets of
data within the probability matrix
g. Frequency Analytics: Relationships between categorical variables within
identified sets of data
The analysis for the study described herein followed a modified Exploratory Data
Analysis (Tukey, 1977). Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) is primarily a statistical
approach to analyzing data which seeks to identify a subjective relationship between data
sets and to identify the primary characteristics of that relationship. Depending upon the
context, pre-determined questions that require definitive answers can defeat the notion of
Exploratory Data Analysis because the intention is to uncover innovative ideas which
need additional inquiry (Courtney, 2021; Tukey, 1993). With that in mind, the research
question and the decomposition of the question into the measurable elements listed above
is deliberately vague. The intention here was to give the researcher the necessary latitude

to modify data sets which could be statistically analyzed; however, the data sets had



limited predictability. More precise analysis of various permutations of data are provided

in chapter three.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

Historical Overview of Education Reform

The path toward measurement standards which determine preparedness of a
beginning teacher is a relatively curvy one. In order to fully understand the role teacher
preparedness takes in education, one must first have an understanding of the historical
nature of educational reform and, ultimately, teacher evaluation in the U.S. For starters,
the precedent set by the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) created a
channel for federal involvement in what had been state level discretion for roughly a
century. Though intentions were pure, limited accountability was placed upon recipients
of federal subsidies housed under Title I. Additional federal legislation such as the 1975
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) imposed requirements upon state and
local education systems where none had been, but proponents of this partnership between
federal and state entities pressed for a national department of education separate from the
U.S. Department of Health. The Carter administration made this a reality.

Once Reagan took Carter’s place in the Oval Office, there was an effort to
eliminate the U.S. Department of Education, but it backfired. The secretary of education
in 1980 was Terrel Bell who, under Reagan’s administration, created the National
Commission on Excellence in Education. Under his direction, A Nation at Risk, which
argued that rather than society, schools should be held accountable for student
performance, was developed and published (Mehta, 2015). Mehta (2015) asserted that
this report was the turning point in current federal policy. The 1983 publication caused a
nationwide frenzy that compelled over 250 task forces to be created within just one year.

The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), a nonpartisan organization
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established to advocate for educational equity, partnered with Bell and backed the
creation of the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP). NAEP was intended
to serve as a means of comparing student achievement between states and yielded results
that informed decision making in the next phase of educational reform.

INTASC Standards and Teacher Preparation

In 1987, CCSSO, in tandem with seven other national organizations, developed
the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC). In his 1996
article, former executive director of the Council of Chief State School Officers, Gordon
Ambach, described the 1992 INTASC standards as a way to consistently measure what
teachers should know and can do when they enter the profession regardless of the state.
Ambach predicted that these standards could serve as a foundation for educational
reform.

The need for standards was evident because adequately defining a “highly
qualified” teacher seemed to vary from state to state as a result of variances in licensure
standards in addition to varied policies for enforcement of license requirements
embedded in each state’s hiring practices (Darling-Hammond, 2000). The development
of the standards, according to Ambach, “...aims not only to describe rigorous
expectations for beginning teachers but also to lay out the elements of competent entry-
level practice in a way that ensures consistency with emerging visions of accomplished
teaching” (Ambach, 1996, p. 208). The standards were widely accepted as a means of
continuity when considering whether teacher preparation programs were adequately
preparing teachers to be highly effective. The name for the group responsible for these

standards was later adapted to include all teachers rather than just new teachers which
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also caused an adjustment to acronym capitalization: Interstate Teacher Assessment and
Support Consortium (InTASC). For this reason, the current acronym will be used herein.

One of the partnerships in the INTASC group was the National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). This group, founded in 1954, adapted
their accreditation policies for teacher preparation programs to encompass the INTASC
standards as a part of effective teacher preparation programs. Prior to INTASC standards,
consensus on ways to measure teacher quality and preparedness varied. Initially,
according to Linda Darling-Hammond (2000), indicators of teacher quality ranged from
measures of 1Q and verbal abilities to knowledge of subject matter with pedagogical
skills, or a combination of these. These indicators all had merit when evaluating teacher
effectiveness, but they were used inconsistently between states. INTASC standards
remedied this challenge.

Now that reputable, nonpartisan groups had laid a foundation for educational
continuity across states, it was time to reassess. In 1994, the National Commission on
Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF) was formed and eventually published a report
in 1996 entitled What Matters Most: Teaching for America’s Future which seemed to be
a response to the afore mentioned 1983 publication. The publication essentially provided
a blueprint for the next major piece of federal legislation, but, moreover, placed high
value upon the need for effective teachers. Federal law required that 100 percent of
teachers in academic areas be “highly qualified” meaning they had at least a bachelor’s
degree, passed assessments to demonstrate subject knowledge, and held a license for
teaching that subject (ASCD, 2015). The debate encompassing ways in which teachers

should be evaluated for preparedness and effectiveness is still a conversation even twenty
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years after the 2001 No Child Left Behind Act was passed. The Every Student Succeeds
Act (ESSA) of 2014 softened some of the more rigid requirements for qualified teachers,
yet input from different sides of the issue have leached into the accreditation process for
teacher preparation programs.
Teacher Preparation Programs and Compliance

There are layers of complexities surrounding the concept of an adequately
prepared preservice or beginning teacher which is why, according to Will (2019), roughly
43 percent of teacher preparation programs are accredited. Initially, accreditation was
monopolized by NCATE, but educational reform made waves. By 1997, NCATE found it
had competition. The Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC) had been created
to impose an alternative accreditation process for institutions with teacher preparation
programs. Recently, these two organizations merged to form the Council for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) creating a unified framework that
officially replaced its predecessors in 2016, but not for long. In 2017, the Association for
Advancing Quality in Educator Preparation (AAQEP) emerged. Differences of opinion
between the two organizations appear to be in the rigidity of accountability measures and
practice that are seemingly rooted in the educational reform throughout the 80s and 90s.

In a 2019 interview, President Christopher Koch of the Council for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) expressed the need for rigorous standards
and follow up measures for educator preparation programs despite declining enrollment
and national teacher shortages; however, data acquisition abilities vary from state to state
making it challenging for institutions to fulfill the reporting requirements. Conversely,

proponents of the accreditation process by the Association for Advancing Quality in
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Educator Preparation (AAQEP) describe CAEP’s processes as compliance based rather
than collaborative. Follow up reporting is also a part of the AAQEP’s process, but it
allows for flexibility regarding what data is leveraged (Will, 2019). Though there are
conflicting values placed on accountability measures, it is clear that both CAEP and
AAQEP believe there is a need for accreditation of traditional teacher preparation
programs. The same cannot be said for all state-level departments of education.
Preparation Pathways: Traditional or Accelerated?

The current climate of the teacher workforce is reflective of predictions that
Sutcher et al., (2016) made projecting that there would be a teacher shortage crisis. That
prediction was prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. Teacher shortages are being felt across
the nation which is adding strain to the heated debate circling teacher preparation
requirements. In the 2021 National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) report entitled
State of the States: Teacher Preparation Policy, Putman and Walsh expressed “With
teacher quality as the most important in-school factor contributing to a child’s academic
success, policymakers simply cannot afford to ignore the critical issue of teacher
preparation” (Putman & Walsh, 2021, p. 1). The NCTQ has spent the past two decades
advocating for state-level policies that connect traditional teacher preparation programs to
measurement for effective teachers through rigorous admissions, holistic coursework, and
strong field experiences. Conversely, in response to the teacher shortage crisis, emphasis
from the U.S. Department of Education has been recently placed on alternative pathways
to licensure.

In a March, 2022 press release, U.S. Secretary of Education Miguel Cardona,

expressed the level of urgency for filling teacher vacancies and called for state action
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surrounding the implementation of teacher residencies (USDoE, 2022). Cardona
explained, “Registered Apprenticeship is an effective ‘earn and learn’ model with a long
history of establishing career pathways in various industries by providing structured, paid
on-the-job learning experiences combined with job-related technical instruction with a
mentor that leads to a nationally recognized credential” (USDoE, 2022). This approach is
quite radical given the linear progression of a traditional teacher preparation program, so
what does the research say?
Research-Based Indicators for Adequate Teacher Preparation

Nonpartisan groups and government entities have made it abundantly clear that
indicators of a successful public education system rest on the foundation of highly
qualified teachers in America’s classrooms (Ingersoll et al., 2014). It is no question that
highly effective beginning teachers demonstrate that they have been well prepared for
their new career (Darling-Hammond, 2000). In contrast, “Teachers with little preparation
tend to leave at rates two to three times as high as those who have had a comprehensive
preparation before they enter” (Sutcher et al., 2016, p. 4). The correlation between
preparation and retention is no different than trends in the early parts of educational
reform. Teachers who left at higher-than-average rates three decades ago were those who
obtained their license through a less rigorous or alternative preservice program and were
noted as having been challenged in curriculum, instruction, and classroom management
(Darling-Hammond, 2000). Ultimately, the question isn’t whether thorough preparation is
needed, but it is more how to define outcomes-based principals of a program to ensure
higher education institutions are producing highly effective, and therefore, highly

prepared teachers.
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The existing literature about how to adequately prepare beginning teachers is
relatively narrow. Research studies target various milestones of the teacher preparation
process rather than assessing entire programs. While some researchers have examined
teacher preparation program coursework as a tool for adequate preparation, others have
investigated the student teaching or clinical experience, yet there are also researchers who
have placed emphasis on induction programs for beginning teachers. There have been
attempts to assess the value of preparation programs by measuring teacher effectiveness
once in the classroom. Studies in this lens have compared teacher qualifications and
credentials such as certified areas or level of postsecondary education to indicators of
student achievement like those found within measures of growth on standardized tests in
core areas (Ingersoll et al., 2014). There are a limited number of studies that attempt to
connect teacher preparation program composition with actual preparedness of a
beginning teacher after they have entered into the classroom (Ronfeldt et al., 2020).

There are also differing research-driven opinions toward the necessary level of
rigor a preparation program should contain. Ingersoll et al. (2014) distinguish two sides
of the debate. One side argues the need for more rigorous and restrictive requirements
because adherence to these requirements is what will yield highly effective teachers. On
the other side, however, the authors say those against restrictive practices argue that they
“are more akin to monopolistic practices that discourage large numbers of high-quality
candidates from entering teaching” (Ingersoll et al., 2014, p. 2). Proponents of this view
believe a more holistic approach to teacher preparation is necessary to meet the needs of
aspiring preservice educators with low-income or diverse backgrounds (Wan et al., 2021)

because economic exclusion and standardized testing act as structural barriers into
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traditional teacher preparation programs (Bell & Busy, 2021). The lack of consensus
when it comes to the content and composition of teacher preparation programs from
admission to employment has created a need for empirical research that can assess the
value of teacher preparation programs.

Traditional teacher preparation programs provide a linear approach in which the
line between preservice teachers and novice in-service teachers is very clearly defined.
Ingersoll and Strong (2011) define a preservice teacher as a candidate who receives
education in content and pedagogy as well as experiential field opportunities before
employment. The majority of teacher preparation programs contain concrete tenets which
include content specific and pedagogical coursework, diverse, robust fieldwork, and
specified degrees of support with accountability. Programs with a standards-based
admissions process and a four to five year timeline are the widely accepted pathway to
licensure across the U.S. One might contend that if this pathway is working, there is no
need to question it; however, “half of education professors surveyed by the Fordham
Institute report that these programs fail to prepare teachers for the demands of today’s
classrooms” (Perry, 2011).

Though the model framework for teacher preparation programs is accepted from
an arial view, Perry (2011) pointed out that inconsistencies in specific program
requirements from one institution or state to another is an issue. She continues to explain
that a system for teacher preparation programs that has out-comes based accountability
measures is needed. In the quest for teacher preparation programs that produce high
performing beginning teachers, researchers have not been able to conduct significant

studies to help inform policy. This is because, for example, the number of required



18

pedagogical or content-based credit hours for state certification differ from state to state
(Perry, 2011). The curriculum for said courses can also vary greatly.

Adequate preparation for preservice teachers is not only found in the coursework,
but it is also in the clinical or student teaching experiences preservice teachers have. Like
required curricula, the standards for internship or student teaching completion vary from
state to state (Perry, 2011). In 2011, NCTQ conducted what some critics referred to as a
flawed study in which 134 teacher preparation programs participated in a survey
regarding the requirements of preservice field experiences. According to NCTQ’s
president, Kate Walsh, “Many student teachers complain about the poor quality of their
experience, reporting that their mentor teacher used their presence as an excuse to take it
easy, or only assigned them busy work, providing little guidance for learning how to
teach” (Walsh, 2018, p. 39). Walsh argued the preparedness of a classroom teacher is
only as effective as the quality of the student teaching experiences provided. Officials
from 35 higher education institutions as well as Sharon P. Robinson, president of the
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE), questioned the
rubrics and methodology used in the study (Lewin, 2011). Despite the study’s
methodological integrity, the notion that quality field experiences positively impact
preservice teacher preparedness was correct. Ronfeldt et al. (2020) drew on three
different studies which confirm that beginning teachers are more effective when their
field experience is under a more effective cooperating teacher as measured by an
indicator for effectiveness (observational ratings of performance or value-added to
student achievement models). Although there is limited empirical research to adequately

assess the effectiveness of a teacher preparation program, there is a body of research to
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implicate what preparation needs are in place for 21% century beginning teachers.
Teacher Preparation: Perceptions and Realities

Several researchers have conducted studies that contrast what some experts
believe should be emphasized for preservice and beginning teachers. The focus of these
studies was placed upon self-perceived preparedness of beginning teachers. In their 2020
regression analysis of 170 survey responses of beginning teachers, Chaney et al.
concluded that the perception of novice teachers is they are not well prepared in the areas
of classroom management, differentiation, and stakeholder involvement. Conversely, 60
percent of respondents believed to have a strong level of preparedness in their knowledge
of content. These results indicate the need for additional pedagogical practice in teacher
preparation which is what Ingersoll et al. (2014) discussed as a result of their study.

Another study was conducted by the REL Midwest in 2007. Data collection was
in the form of a survey which contained various lines of questioning to address
motivations for becoming a teacher, training experiences, and anticipated commitment to
the profession in addition to several questions that specifically addressed a teacher’s
perception of preparedness once in the classroom. In one portion of the report, authors
explained, “The new high school and middle school teachers are more likely to criticize
their training for putting too much emphasis on theory compared with practical demands
of the classroom” (Rochkind et al., 2007, p. 9). Again, there’s implication that there are
specific concepts within a teacher preparation program a preservice must be exposed to.

Perception-based data cannot necessarily measure the effectiveness of a program;
however, this kind of information is useful when higher education institutions are making

decisions that impact their teacher preparation programs. Perceived preparedness data of
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beginning teachers can reveal hardships they face in what many researchers have said to
be the most important part of professional development for their careers. Beginning
teachers who feel ill-prepared, research has shown, will be less likely to stay in the
profession when placed in culturally diverse settings.

In their non-parametric analysis of Likert survey items surrounding perceived
preparedness, Lerner et al. (2021) found that priorities and perceived level of difficulty of
certain competencies between schools which were low-income and those that were not
differed. The team indicated that there is a need for differentiated preparation of
preservice teachers to accommodate these differences. This reinforces results from a
study by Rochkind et al. (2007) in which 63 percent of first year teachers express the
need for strategies to adapt or change practices to accommodate the learners in a more
diverse setting. Beginning teachers, especially those whose career begins in what has
been called hard-to-staff buildings, are finding that they do not feel equipped in their role.
The Needs of Beginning Teachers

Adequate preparation of preservice teachers seems to be the key to a quality
education system as noted earlier, but what about the more tacit components of working
in such a human based profession? In an effort to better understand the rising attrition
rates of beginning teachers, researchers have studied social-emotional implications for
preparedness. For example, Hong (2012) has discussed the socialization process for
beginning teachers as more significant than it is for veteran teachers. In a very small
period of time, first year teachers are expected to be experts from day one, so “regardless
of the quality or duration of the teacher preparation program, new teachers assume the

full range of teacher responsibilities” (Boogren, 2015, p. 10; Moir et al., 2009). It can
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become easy for beginning teachers to quickly become overwhelmed and experience a
lowered sense of self-efficacy.

Sociology based studies have used empirical theoretical frameworks to identify
the role that self-efficacy plays in beginning teacher preparedness. “Overall, teacher-
perceived preparedness has been significantly associated with their sense of efficacy,
sense of responsibility for student learning, and plans to remain in the teaching
profession” (Deng et al., 2021, p. 490; Darling-Hammond et al., 2002).

For instance, Larson et al. (2018) discuss the cyclical nature of teacher self-
efficacy explaining that higher self-efficacy in an area such as behavior management
leads to improved teaching practices which positively impacts student outcomes
contributing to an even higher sense of efficacy in the teacher. The result is a teacher who
believes he or she is effective and therefore believes he or she has been adequately
prepared for the role. “Teachers’ beliefs are considered an important base for their
professional lives because beliefs mediate behavior and self-perception for the teacher
which may in turn influence their teaching practice in the classroom and resilience in
career decision-making” (Hong, 2012, p. 421). In other words, increased efficacy
combined with the right programming for preservice and novice teachers can potentially
impact the dilemma of beginning teacher attrition.

Recent studies have focused on the role that resilience plays in teacher education
programs for this reason. Mansfield et al. (2016) found in a review of literature that there
has been an examination of what they defined as resilience factors: personal resources,
contextual resources, strategies (for coping and professional growth), and outcomes

(overt and tacit motivators). The authors concluded that resilience should be explicitly
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taught in preservice programs. Agency, or social competence, and the ability to take
initiative to access various types of resources are necessary in the teaching profession. In
fact Carstensen and Klusmann (2021) point out that job performance and satisfaction are
contingent upon social competence.
Understanding First Year Teachers

Promoting efficacy and increasing social competence is not so simple. The
complexities and demands of the teaching profession are not something even the highest
performing preservice teacher can instantly master. Amidst early education reform, David
C. Berliner (1988) identified competency domains from instructional pedagogy and later
concluded that mastery of these domains takes a beginning teacher five years of practice
(Boogren, 2015; Berliner, 1994). Additional research has been conducted to better
understand what unique needs are more critical for beginning teachers especially to
promote self-efficacy. Several conceptual frameworks emerged to define these trends.
Ellen Moir (1999) developed one such framework that addresses the evolving emotions
of a first-year teacher. The Phases of First Year Teachers defines what points in the
school year a beginning teacher may experience compromised efficacy. In their research,
Mansfield et al. (2016) used Moir’s phrase of “disillusionment” to address the initial
shock a beginning teacher may experience when idealist expectations of the profession
are overshadowed by realistic challenges and demands.

Then Steffy and Wolfe (2001) crafted a teacher cycle framework with six
progressive phases. In this framework, the phase of apprentice interestingly serves as an
overarching bridge which connects the novice preservice teacher to the established

professional. The authors explained the perception of new teachers is that they will
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quickly become expert teachers until the reality of being in the classroom results in
lowered efficacy (Steffy & Wolfe, 2001). Similarly, Marzano’s (2011) stages of teacher
development identifies the first stage as “initial status” (Boogren, 2015).

The commonality between these frameworks is the acknowledgment that
beginning teachers, whether an apprentice, a first year, or initial status, have needs in
order to feel adequately prepared. Boogren (2015) asserts that beginning teachers need
support in the following domains:

1. Physical in which there is need for understanding nuances at the building level

2. Institutional in which there is a need for understanding nuances on a systemic

level

3. Instructional in which there is a need for understanding how to effectively

give instruction

4. Emotional in which there is a need for assurance.

The means by which beginning teachers can satisfy these needs is an added layer
of complexity to the perception of preparedness. Pierce et al., (2020) imply one reason
for attrition is because of lack of support for new staff. Since new teachers are already
vulnerable, there is apprehension to approach new colleagues for fear of presenting
themselves as incompetent (Kutsyuruba et al., 2018, p. 47). According to Hong (2012)
the right kind of support and environment can help to nurture and develop a beginning
teacher’s efficacy and resilience. Professional competencies encompass more than
content knowledge and instructional strategies, so Mansfield et. al (2016) imply
continued professional development for resilience should be embedded into induction

programs as well. Without adequate support for the whole teacher, the attrition problem
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will continue to plague America’s public schools — and wallets.
The Cost of Early Teacher Attrition

There are a variety of resources which have been impacted by beginning teacher
attrition. In 2007, the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future stated the
attrition problem was at an annual cost of $7 billion a year (Carroll, 2007). When all
potential factors are included including inflation, experts have estimated that attrition is
now costing the nation up to $8 billion annually (Ramos & Hughes, 2020; Sutcher et al.,
2016). The cost of employee turnover is not only a financial one, but there is what
Ingersoll et al. (2019) call loss of human capital which includes the invested time and
money in development as well as resources to recruit and hire replacements.

Equally important is the impact attrition has on climate and student achievement.
In their 2013 study, Ronfeldt et al. concluded that attrition has a significant negative
impact on student achievement in math and English language arts, and their findings
suggest that effects teacher turnover exceed the isolated notion of whether the
replacement is effective. Additionally, in a 2019 comprehensive review of research,
Podolsky et al., examined various studies which focused on the correlation between
teacher years of experience and student academic growth as indicated by standardized
test scores, and they conclusively stated that teacher effectiveness increases with years of
teaching experience. Achievement scores are just one piece of the cost of attrition.

Building climate is another unstated cost to attrition. According to Ronfeldt et al.
(2013), schools with consistently high turnover are not able to make progress on
programs or curriculum because they are consistently starting over. The authors also

explain student achievement and engagement are negatively impacted as a result of
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teacher attrition because relationships, community, and the perception of cohesion are
compromised (Ronfeldt et al., 2013). “When employees work together as closely as
teachers do, high turnover rates begin to affect morale and the development of
relationships between coworkers, and the sense of community that is important to the
success of a school begins to diminish” (Stewart et al., 2021, p. 51). The loop of teacher
attrition can erode the foundation of trust and collegiality that Hong (2012) argues is
imperative for supporting a new teacher. Though student achievement and climate are
impacted in any building, there is greater concern when it comes to the cost of attrition
and educational equity.

High attrition rates of beginning teachers have created a cycle that has had a
higher impact on specific student populations. Some researchers have implied the current
attrition cycle is contributing to the achievement gap in education. Researchers like
Miller et al. (2005) have indicated that part of the ongoing disparity in achievement is
because new teachers who are employed by low-income, diverse schools are not prepared
to work with culturally and linguistically diverse students (Lerner et al., 2021). “Hard-to-
staff schools with high turnover rates typically end up with a disproportionate number of
relatively inexperienced teachers, which can both create greater churn, if they leave
rapidly as many beginning teachers do, and undermine student achievement as a function
of both teacher inexperience and overall instability” (Sutcher et al., 2016, p. 41).
Beginning teachers need between three and five years to become effective (Ramos &
Hughes, 2020; Boogren, 2015; Berliner, 1994), and that is when the environment is
predictable and supportive. In buildings where there are added challenges, the trend in

attrition has proven to be greater. Geographically, there are specific areas across the
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nation where attrition is of higher urgency.
Geography Based Shortages

The U.S. Department of Education and the current Secretary of Education, Miguel
Cardona, have been working to solve the teacher shortage conundrum, but it is not a new
issue. Sutcher et al. (2016) define “a teacher shortage as an inadequate quantity of
qualified individuals willing to offer their services under prevailing wages and
conditions” (p. 10). In order to determine the demand of full-time teachers, projected
enrollment populations are examined with an ideal ratio of 16 or 17 students to one
highly qualified teacher. As mentioned earlier, highly qualified under ESSA means
teachers have met state requirements and are certified in the subject they teach (ASCD,
2015).

An uptick in enrollment, an increase in turnover, or the combination of the two
contribute to predicted teacher shortages (Sutcher et al., 2016). In the 2015-2016 school
year, it was predicted that the nation would experience a shortage of up to 80,000
teachers with a projected increase to 112,000 by 2018. Carver-Thomas (2022) said it was
estimated that U.S. schools were short approximately 100,000 teachers which was still a
significant increase in demand. The COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated shortages
(Carver-Thomas, 2022). In March of 2022, the National Center for Education Statistics
reported 44 percent of the nation’s public school buildings had at least one teaching
vacancy. Shortages, however, are impacting certain geographic areas more than others.

In contrast to their suburban, generally more affluent counter parts, remote or
rural schools as well as more densely populated urban schools have been experiencing

shortages because, as Sutcher et al. (2016) explain, resources are less in these areas
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resulting in lower wages and higher teacher-student ratios. Rural schools and high-need
urban schools have higher populations of less experienced teachers as a result of
continual turnover and limited human capital (Carver-Thomas, 2022; Sutcher et al., 2016;
Caroll, 2007).

Shortages in Urban Settings

One geographic area which has been experiencing teacher shortages and attrition
is in urban settings. An urban school can be defined as an inner-city public school which
generally serves students with diverse needs and backgrounds. In many instances, urban
is synonymous with low-achieving as defined by required state assessment and reporting
systems. The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 imposed accountability
measures with the intention of tracking student growth in the areas of math and reading in
exchange for more flexibility with how local districts could use federal funds. Though
educational equity was the driving force, Safir and Dugan (2021) argue the accountability
indicators of success had an opposite effect. Throughout the two decades following
NCLB, schools across the nation were branded as low-achieving.

Urban, low-achieving schools where there are teacher shortages generally serve
higher populations of students in poverty. Research has indicated a connection to teacher
attrition and classroom management challenges in these settings. For instance, in a 2007
survey of 641 first year teachers, it was found that 42 percent of first year teachers
believed students were hard to reach and challenging to teach in schools where more than
50 percent of the student population qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch (Rochkind
et al., 2007). Low-income inner-city public school districts are more subject to attrition

because of what Ramos and Hughes (2020) define as classroom discipline challenges.
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Their recent case study with data from surveys and from structured interviews, found that
the perception of a more challenging classroom climate in urban schools was a potential
contributor to low morale and attrition.

It may be for this reason that many beginning teachers whose first teaching
position is in an urban setting choose to relocate after a time. Two decades ago, Lankford
et al. (2002) noted that teachers migrated away from low-achieving schools regularly.
The cycle of attrition in high-minority high-poverty schools has persisted leaving
vacancies to be filled by individuals who lack the appropriate credentials for the job. In
fact, in 2016, it was estimated that students in these schools were three times more likely
to be taught by someone who was not appropriately certified (Sutcher et al., 2016).

It has been discussed that attrition in urban settings is linked to teacher
preparation. Learner et al. (2021) discussed an association between beginning teacher
attrition and lack of preparation for teachers of culturally and linguistically diverse
students. They postulated from their research that there are specific competencies for
beginning teachers in low-income, urban settings. Teachers who are not prepared to meet
the needs of students in urban settings are more likely to experience burnout and career
dissonance (Ramos & Hughes, 2020). There is another geographic area experiencing
shortages.

Shortages in Rural and Remote Settings

Like urban districts, rural school districts have what Sutcher et al. (2016) consider
to be inadequate resources which could be contributing to teacher shortages. Two
challenges seem to be the culprit for shortages in rural districts. For starters, rural

communities are in direct competition with larger districts because they do not have
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enough resources to pay teachers what larger districts can. Throughout the nation’s
school districts, roughly 18 percent are considered rural or remote according to Education
Week’s analysis of recent federal data (Sawchuk, 2018). DeNisco (2019) summarizes
shortages in rural districts as a result of funding limitations and high administration
mobility.

Human capital is also scarce. Banghart (2021) explained that competition for new
talent is difficult when institutions with teacher preparation programs are historically
closer to urban and suburban school districts. The appeal of moving to a remote place that
pays less is not great, and, Sawchuk (2018) pointed out that lose knit rural communities,
can treat new teachers poorly making them feel like an outsider. Amidst the dichotomy of
geographic shortages, there are also specific certification shortages.

Content Specific Shortages

In addition to the places where districts are lacking teachers, there are also
shortages in specific content areas. For example, shortages in schools and teacher
preparation programs alike imply that the shortage of math and science teachers will only
become worse (Sutcher et al., 2016). Math and Science are not the only critical areas of
need. Walker (2022) pointed out that bilingual educators as well as special education
teachers are also in short supply.

In fact, special education teachers are experiencing the most severe level of
shortages. The urgency behind filling these positions to stay in compliance with IDEA
has caused vacancies to be filled with unqualified individuals, yet, Sutcher et al. (2016)
point out that this subgroup of educators serve the most vulnerable students. Conversely,

Viadero (2018) indicates that special education teachers are challenged in their role
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because of competing priorities from different supervisors and lack of adequate
collegiality from peers and principals. In areas with scarce resources, demands of a
special education teacher are even more intense. Sawchuk (2018) explains that serving
special education students in remote communities means an overwhelming caseload for
the designated resource teachers.

Educational Policy for Teacher Preparation

Educational policy for teacher preparation has been an evolving entity. Reform in
the 80s and 90s, including the advent of INTASC standards, sought to create a nation-
wide system for developing, implementing, and assessing teacher preparation programs.
Differing opinions in non-partisan organizations in conjunction with government bodies
at the state and local level have long since debated over how restrictive or free the
standards for effective preparation should be.

Officials and researchers have sought answers through empirical research
identifying pivotal tenets of a preparation program as the more crucial piece. Still others
have examined the perceived preparedness and needs of beginning teachers. Conclusions
about the vulnerable nature of beginning teachers are irrefutable and backed by additional
frameworks. Beginning teachers cannot be highly effective if they are not adequately
prepared, and there is a costly consequence.

Attrition has proven to heavily impact both financial and human resources. School
climate and student achievement are adversely impacted where attrition is cyclical. Lack
of trust and cohesion has been linked to a “revolving door” of beginning teachers,
especially in hard-to-staff schools.

Hard to staff schools in urban districts are experiencing teacher shortages in
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addition to rural districts. Densely populated districts have underprepared teachers who
struggle with classroom management and isolated work environments while remote
districts lack the resources to compete for recruitment of high quality teachers.

With the undeniable evidence presented, it is clear that preparedness of beginning
teachers has a direct impact on the attrition problem in America’s schools. More research
to understand preparedness of teachers is necessary. Ronfeldt et al. (2021) mentioned
they found only three other studies that link teacher preparedness to teacher effectiveness
as measured by observational ratings. This confirms what the researcher has found to be
true: more research and literature is needed in the area of teacher preparedness.
Required Preparation of Nebraska Teachers

The INTASC standards from CCSSO (2011) outline four categories or domains for
teacher practice which is broken into ten standards (see figure 1). The updated
publication from 2013 contains indicators for each standard which address performances,
essential knowledge, and critical dispositions as well as language to evaluate progression
for each standard.

These standards became an overt part of state policy for Nebraska’s education
system in 2014 when Rule 20 was modified. Teacher preparation programs must meet all
of the guidelines proclaimed in Rule 20: Regulations for the Approval of Teacher
Education Programs. A recent version, implemented in July, 2014, lists all of the
requirements of an institution to be able to offer a teacher preparation program with an
initial or an advanced degree. Subsections of the rule outline faculty requirements, their

necessary credentials, and a maximum workload.
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INTASC Standards

The learner and
learning

Development

Category Standard InTASC Standard Descriptor
The teacher understands how learners grow and develop, recognizing that
Learner patterns of learning and development vary individually within and across the

cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, and physical areas, and designs and
implements developmentally appropriate and challenging learning experiences.

Learner
Differences

The teacher uses understanding of individual differences and diverse cultures
and communities to ensure inclusive learning environments that enable each
learner to meet high standards.

Learning
Environments

The teacher works with others to create environments that support individual
and collaborative learning, and that encourage positive social interaction, active
engagement in learning, and self motivation

Content
Knowledge

Content
knowledge

The teacher understands the central concepts, tools of inquiry, and structures
of the discipline(s) he or she teaches and creates learning experiences that make
the discipline accessible and meaningful for learners to assure mastery of the
content.

Application of

The teacher understands how to connect concepts and use differing
perspectives to engage learners in critical thinking, creativity, and collaborative

community context.

Instructional
Strategies

The teacher understands and uses a variety of instructional strategies to
encourage learners to develop deep understanding of content areas and their
connections, and to build skills to apply knowledge in meaningful ways.

content problem solving related to authentic local and global issues.
" The teacher understands and uses multiple methods of assessment to engage
'.E Assessment learners in their own growth, to monitor learner progress, and to guide the
= teacher’s and learner’s decision making.
a The teacher plans instruction that supports every student in meeting rigorous
© Planning for learning goals by drawing upon knowledge of content areas, curriculum, cross-
S instruction disciplinary skills, and pedagogy, as well as knowledge of learners and the
k3]
=
S
e
(7]
i=

Professional
Responsibility

Professional
Learning and

The teacher engages in ongoing professional learning and uses evidence to
continually evaluate his/her practice, particularly the effects of his/her choices

Ethical and actions on others (learners, families, other professionals, and the
Practice community), and adapts practice to meet the needs of each learner.
Leadership The teacher seeks appropriate leadership roles and opportunities to take
and responsibility for student learning, to collaborate with learners, families,

Collaboration

colleagues, other school professionals, and community members to ensure
learner growth, and to advance the profession.

Figure 1: Adapted from The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), 2011

Rule 20 also provides in depth descriptions of program requirements for

admission, progression, and program completion. For instance, teacher preparation

candidates must complete an application process and provide proof of competency with

test scores. As of January 2023, LB724: Eliminate certain basic skill and content test

requirements for eligibility for teaching certificates, was under review with the Nebraska
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Education Committee. If passed, the bill would waive basic skills testing as a requirement
for certification. This bill is the byproduct of revisions from preceding legislation.

While enrolled, a student’s GPA must be a 2.5 or better, and there must be
ongoing assessments embedded in the coursework. At least one sixth of the coursework
must be professional education coursework which can include practicum hours.

One additional requirement for teacher preparation programs in Nebraska under
Rule 20 is field experience. The updated (2014) version classifies field experience of a
preservice teacher into practicum and clinicals. Rule 20 states “field experiences are
central to candidate preparation and shall provide opportunities to work with diverse
students which may include, but is not limited to, differences based on ethnicity, race,
socioeconomic status, gender, exceptionalities, and language” (NDE, 2014). Emphasis is
placed on field experiences with time requirements as well as varied requirements for
different areas of endorsement.

Following 100 hours of practicum experience is the clinical experience. Clinicals,
formerly referred to as student teaching, must be at least one semester in an accredited
Nebraska school. The institution must have a written agreement with the district and/or
building who is hosting the preservice teacher, and there must be at least five
observations conducted over the course of the clinical experience.

In addition to meeting the requirements under Rule 20, institutions with teacher
preparation programs are responsible for helping a teacher candidate meet all of the
stipulations listed in Rule 23: Regulations for the Basic Skills Competency Testing of
Teachers and Administrators (2014) as well as Rule 24: Regulations for Certificate

Endorsements (2020).
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It is worth noting that in 2014, Rule 20 overwent a major overhaul in section five.
Prior to 2014, the seven areas of educational competencies did not align with the INTASC
professional teaching standards. The new indicators listed in 5.02 of Rule 20 have
language which mirrors the INTASC standards (see figure 2). These indicators have two
distinguishable differences, however. The Nebraska Department of Education requires
teacher preparation programs to have at least one course in human relations as well as at

least one course in special education (hnumbers 11 and 12).

NDE Title 92, Rule 20, Section 5.1, A-G (2007) NDE Title 92, Rule 20, Section 5.02, A-L (2014)
Coir;peteiec?:sing and Writing Teaching 1. Student Development
2. Humans Relations 2 Learning Differences
3. Special Education 3 Learning Environments
4, Learners with High Abilities 4 Content Knowledge
5. Technology 5 Application of Content
6. Student Assessment 6. Assessment
7. Nebraska Content Standards 7 Planning for instruction
8 Instructional Strategies
9 Professional Learning and Ethical Practice
10. Leadership and Collaboration
11. Human Relations
12. Special Education

Figure 2: Comparison of teacher preparation competencies between 2007 and 2014

The Evolution of Appraisal of Nebraska Educators

In tandem with the modifications to NDE Rule 20, tools for teacher and principal
appraisal were also developed in 2014. The Nebraska Teacher & Principal Performance
Framework (2014) was developed by a 40-member committee beginning in 2011 using
the INTASC standards as well as Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching. The

structure of this framework consisted of seven broad practice areas which were
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accompanied by example indicators. An alternate set of standards for principals was also
developed in the same document.

In 2020, the NDE revised the framework with approval from the Nebraska State
Board of Education. The revised framework was retitled the Nebraska Teacher and
Principal Performance Standards (2020). Two of the broad practices were eliminated,
and the framework was expanded upon in other areas. As with the intention of the
creation of the INTASC standards, the stakeholders of the NDE framework explain, “This
common language will help guide local districts, educational service units, institutions of
higher education, and state and local policymakers as they strive together to ensure
Nebraska’s continuing commitment to improving educational equity for all children”
(Nebraska Teacher and, 2020, p. 1). The use of common language can help to facilitate
qualitative and consistent teacher preparation which leads to a higher standard of
instruction and student achievement.

It is in this same work that the Nebraska First Year Teacher Survey was
developed and modified in order to provide teacher preparation institutions with a tool to
use in compliance with Rule 20: 7.02, “The institution utilizes a graduate follow-up
process to obtain program completer input regarding satisfaction, relevance and
effectiveness of their preparation for professional roles and responsibilities” (Regulations
for the..., 2014). The structure of the survey is based upon the INTASC standards and
will be described in more detail in the following chapter.

Impact of COVID-19 on Teacher Preparation
Research and policy revisions helped to define the nature and needs of public

education in the United States until the COVID-19 outbreak presented an unprecedented
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need that drastically impacted the framework of what had been a traditional teacher
education program. For starters, certification requirements were temporarily altered in the
majority of states, and by the spring of 2020, 98% of teacher preparation programs
indicated they were completely remote (Choate et al., 2021). Clinical opportunities were
also encroached upon which is counterintuitive of the needs of preservice teachers
according to a number of studies by researchers like Matthew Ronfeldt and Linda
Darling-Hammond. Additional research is emerging which address the implications for
the future of teacher education programs as a result of the crisis. Wilson and Kelley
(2022) highlight a resulting uptick in resignations of current teachers who indicated that
the stresses brought on by the effects of COVID-19 served as added pressure in an
already challenging profession. Outcomes from the current exploratory study exposed
implication for further inquiry through the lens of novice teacher needs, especially within

a crisis.
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Chapter 3: Method

The purpose of this study was to contribute to a body of literature that identifies
trends in perceived preparedness of first and third year teachers. Perception data informs
teacher attitudes and behaviors because, according to Bernhardt (n.d.), reported
perceptions generally match values, beliefs, and behaviors. “Scholars have found survey-
based measures of self-perceived preparedness to be positively related to teachers’ career
plans, self-efficacy, and retention...” (Ronfeldt et al., 2021, p. 57). Though perception-
based inquiry can be interpretive and theoretical, the trends in perception driven survey
responses can indicate where additional research is needed.

Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) is a process of initial inquiry into data sets
where the intention is to identify patterns and/or anomalies within various relationships.
Courtney (2021) refers to EDA as a process of discovery as opposed to being theory
driven. Those patterns or anomalies which are uncovered can lead to further inquiry and
investigation as opposed to a conclusive outcome. An EDA researcher should have “a
willingness to look for those things that we believe are not there, as well as those we
believe to be there” (Tukey quoted in Courtney, 2021, p. 2). Because this was a modified
EDA study, the focus fell primarily on statistical and frequency analytics. The attention
on traditional sections of a Methods chapter were deemphasized.

Subjects

While the subjects of this study have been identified as first and third year
teachers, along with supervisors of first and third year teachers, no subjects were
surveyed. All subject affiliation fell within response parameters from previously

completed surveys. No subjects were surveyed during this study as the survey instrument
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had already been administered by the Nebraska Department of Education (NDE). The
NDE compiled a list of teachers in their first and third years of teaching by using the
Nebraska Student and Staff Record System in addition to the Nebraska Certification
Database. As a result of the thorough nature of initial survey implementation, only
completed survey data were used for the present study.

Instrumentation

The survey instrument used for this study was the Nebraska First Year Teacher
Survey (NFYTS) which had been developed specifically in alignment with the INTASC
Standards by the Nebraska Department of Education (see Appendix A and B). There
were six consecutive years of first year teacher survey responses and six consecutive
years of survey responses from supervisors of first year teachers. There were also four
consecutive years of third year teacher survey responses as well as five consecutive years
of survey responses from supervisors of third year teachers. The participants represented
fourteen different teacher preparation institutions across the state of Nebraska. In the last
two academic school years, roughly 60 percent of surveys sent electronically were
returned. Survey responders also had access to the Nebraska Clinical Practice Rubric for
additional descriptors of each INTASC substandard (see appendix C).

The survey design was intended to examine the perceived effectiveness and
preparedness of first year teachers from the perspectives of first-year teachers and of
supervisors of first-year teachers as well as of third year teachers and supervisors of third
year teachers. The survey questions were adapted from The Interstate New Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium’s (INTASC) professional teaching standards since

the state of Nebraska recognizes these standards as indicators of teacher quality as stated



39

in Rule 20 (NDE, 2021). As stated in chapter one, the INTASC standards served as a
conceptual framework to guide the Exploratory Data Analysis process.

Because there were data sets which range from the 2016/2017 school year to the
2021/2022 school year, a vast number of proportion analytics and comparisons were
possible. To note is that, in the EDA process, it was discovered that changes had been
made to the survey language and to the survey construct between the 2018/2019 school
year and the 2019/2020 school year. Data was grouped and analyzed within the scope of
either survey 1 or survey 2 responses for this reason (for a comparison of survey
language, see Appendix D).

Within the survey were four areas for response outside of questions which
addressed demographic information. The researcher labeled these areas as INTASC
Standards, Perceived Impact, Overall Preparedness, and Open Responses. In the EDA
process, the researcher only focused on two of the four areas for analytics in this study.

The first of these areas was a range of questions both surveys contained which
were formatted with rank-based, Likert responses. The questions addressed perceived
preparedness within each presented standard. Survey 1 contained thirty-one questions
relating to INTASC standards. Twelve standards were presented each of which had
between one and four sub-standards. The first ten standards presented were identical to
the INTASC standards. The two standards addressed which were not a part of the original
InTASC standards were “Impact on Student learning” and “Professional Dispositions.”
The survey contained language to measure frequency. Participants could respond by

29 ¢¢

selecting “consistent,” “frequent,” “occasional,” or “rare” to convey the perceived

frequency in which a particular substandard had been met.
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In contrast, survey 2 contained only twenty-five rank-based, Likert response
questions over a total of 10 standards all of which were identical to the INTASC
standards. The language of each question was modified or condensed down in
comparison to survey 1 so that concepts which were originally found in the NDE twelfth
standard of “professional dispositions” were infused into the INTASC standard 9:
Professional Learning and Ethical Practice as well as standard 10: Leadership and
Collaboration. Additionally, survey 2 used language to measure proficiency rather than
frequency. Participants conveyed perceived proficiency within each standard by selecting
“advanced,” “proficient,” “developing,” or “below standard.”

Another area of the survey the researcher analyzed was a short response question
which was the same for survey 1 as well for as survey 2: “Comments to inform
[institution name] with its continuing improvement efforts toward preparing classroom-
ready teachers.” The responses of this open response question were analyzed using a
computer assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS) called MAXQDA. These
analytics served as paradigmatic corroboration to the findings within the statistical
analytics for relevant areas. Data from the open responses yielded what Saldafia (2021)
calls correspondence patterns. In several instances, the frequency of specific syntax used
in open response data affirmed the statistical significance in identified rank-based, Likert
responses from both survey 1 and survey 2.

The two areas of the survey which did not receive attention included “perceived
impact” and “overall preparedness.” The former was an additional rank-based Likert

guestion which measured the perceived impact of the teacher in question by selecting

29 ¢ 99 ¢¢

“highly effective,” “moderately effective,” “somewhat effective,” or “ineffective.”
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Outcomes from this question did not provide the researcher with information for
continued exploration and was therefore bypassed for analysis. The other area was a
“yes” or “no” type response from a form of the question, “Would you consider this
teacher effectively prepared for continuing employment in your district?”” Nuanced
linguistic differences in the question were presented to match the intended participant.
Again, the ambiguous nature of the outcomes to this response provided rationale to
disregard the data for the purpose of this study.
Procedures
Traditionally, Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) procedures examine parametric

data, and they centered around procedural steps:

1. Explore data sets deeply to define the Intent, Parameters, and outcomes from data

sets

2. Define the underlying structure of the data sets

3. Extract important variables from the data sets

4. Detect outliers and anomalies

5. Test underlying assumptions

Although the steps here represent the formal EDA procedures for parametric data
analysis, the use of a modified EDA followed the procedures to analyze non-parametric
data.
Exploring the Data

To begin, the researcher gathered and defined all relevant data sets. The NDE initially
obtained the data sets with the intention of informing Nebraska teacher preparation

institutions of the perceived preparedness of participants who attended the institution. In
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other words, the survey sought to learn whether beginning teachers perceived that they
were prepared to begin teaching, and whether supervisors of beginning teachers
perceived that their new staff members were adequately prepared. The parameters of
survey respondents were clearly defined as first and third year teachers or supervisors of
first and third year teachers within a given academic year. In all, there were twenty-one
data sets which were analyzed.

Initially, the researcher worked to “clean” each data set. Reponses from the INTASC
Standards, Perceived Impact, Overall Preparedness, and Open Response sections of the
survey were housed in isolation of one another. The researcher could then more easily
establish quantities of response types within each section independent of the others.
Preliminary data exploration also entailed the removal of specific identifiers such as
names of individuals, institutions, or areas of endorsement that were included in the open
response data. It was through this early exploratory process that the second step in EDA
naturally emerged.

Underlying Structure

Once each of the twenty-one sets of data had been pieced into the four previously
mentioned sections, the next step in EDA was to determine an underlying structure for
each data set. During exploration, the researcher had unwittingly identified what
Courtney (2021) calls categorical variables. In the EDA process, categorical variables can
help provide a substructure for organizing data points so that continued inquiry is guided

in a logical and justifiable way. Hence, the defined categorical variables which would
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provide the substructure for each data set became the following:

Defined Categorical Variables in Initial Exploration of Data
Rank-based Likert Responses to measure perceived preparedness of each
INTASC substandard
2| Rank-based Likert Responses to measure level of perceived overall impact
3| "Yes" or "No" type responses to measure perception of overall preparedness
Open ended responses of participants regarding suggestions for teacher
preparation programs

Figure 3: Defined Categorical variables

Prior to the study, the researcher had predicted that the domains (or categories)
within the INTASC standards could serve as a substructure for categorizing each data
point. This, however, did not prove to be the case because, as is the nature of EDA, the
researcher uncovered something unexpected.

While isolating the data in each of the twenty-one sets into the newly defined
categorical variables (defined areas within the survey), the researcher discovered a
difference in the language used for both the rank-based, Likert measurement as well as
for the addressed standards (see appendix D). The language in both the Likert ranked
responses as well as in each standard was changed between the surveys administered in
the 2018/2019 year and the surveys administered in the 2019/2020. It had become clear
through further examination of these differences that comparison of data in its current
form would not logically be possible. The initial research question intended to make
comparisons of responses over time in order to uncover possible trends. The language
differences between surveys changed the kind of ranked measurement a participant was
being asked to provide. While participants from the earlier group of the data sets (years

2018/2019 and prior) had measured standards in terms of frequency, the later group of
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participants (years 2019/2020 and after) had measured standards in terms of competency.
It would not make sense to compare frequency and competency to one another and expect
to interpret valid trends. This unpredicted discovery led to a separately defined
underlying structure in addition to the categorical variables.

In order to isolate data sets so that they aligned with the same set of variables
within their like surveys, the data sets were reallocated into eight different subgroups. For
purpose of this study, a subgroup was defined as a set of data for either survey 1 or 2 that
had an additional identifier for the type of participant response. A sample, then, was

defined by the subgroup and the year the responses were given (see figure 4).
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Subgroup

Sample

Survey 1

Responses of First Year Teachers to Survey 1

Responses from
2016/2017

Responses from
2017/2018

Responses from
2018/2019

Responses of Supervisors of First Year
Teachers to Survey 1

Responses from
2016/2017

Responses from
2017/2018

Responses from
2018/2019

Responses of Third Year Teachers to Survey 1
(as the only sample within the subgroup, this data was
not compared to any other in preliminary analysis)

Responses from
2018/2019

Responses of Supervisors of Third Year
Teachers to Survey 1

Responses from
2017/2018

Responses from
2018/2019

Survey 2

Responses of First Year Teachers to Survey 2

Responses from
2019/2020

Responses from
2020/2021

Responses from
2021/2022

Responses of Supervisors of First Year
Teachers to Survey 2

Responses from
2019/2020

Responses from
2020/2021

Responses from
2021/2022

Responses of Third Year Teachers to Survey 2

Responses from
2019/2020

Responses from
2020/2021

Responses from
2021/2022

Responses of Supervisors of Third Year
Teachers to Survey 2

Responses from
2019/2020

Responses from
2020/2021

Responses from
2021/2022

(figure 4) Underlying Structure of Data
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Extracting Variables

Now that the data sets had been explicitly defined through methods of
categorization, the researcher could quantify responses for further analysis. Data from
two of the defined categorical variables were further examined. These were the Likert
responses to the standards for both survey 1 and for survey 2 (categorical variable 1) as
well as the open responses for both surveys (categorical variable 2).

To begin the process of analyzing the first categorical variable, the researcher
used Microsoft Excel functions to develop proportions tables for survey responses which
were subsequently converted to response percentages (see figure 5). It was during this
process that the researcher discovered another slight variation in surveys between data
sets. The survey administered to first year teachers and to supervisors of first year
teachers in the 2019/2020 school year addressed only 15 sub standards which is ten less

than the surveys administered in the 2020/2021 and 2021/2022 school years.



NFYTS- Principal Reponses- 2021/2022 NFYTS- Principal Reponses- 2021/2022
Total responsesy{  Advanced Proficient | Developing | Below st. Total responsesy|  Advanced Proficient Developing Below St.
11 401 63 246 86 6 11 401 0.157107232 | 0.613466334 | 0.21446384 | 0.014962594
1.2 401 77 232 87 5 1.2 401 0.19201995 | 0.578553616 | 0.216957606 | 0.012468828
2.1 401 79 223 96 B] 2.1 401 0.197007481 | 0.556109726 | 0.239401496 | 0.007481297
2.2 401 82 196 116 7 2.2 401 0.204488778 | 0.488778055 | 0.289276808 | 0.017456359
25 401 78 226 92 5 2 401 0.194513716 | 0.563591022 | 0.229426434 | 0.012468828
3.1 401 149 199 48 5 3.1 401 0.371571072 | 0.496259352 | 0.119700748 | 0.012468828
222 401 116 189 88 8 B 401 0.289276808 | 0.471321696 | 0.219451372 | 0.019950125
4.1 401 94 264 40 3 4.1 401 0.234413965 | 0.658354115 | 0.099750623 | 0.007481297
4.2 401 93 265 41 2 4.2 401 0.2319202 0.66084788 | 0.102244389 | 0.004987531
4.3 401 93 256 51 1 43 401 0.2319202 0.63840399 | 0.127182045 | 0.002493766
Sl 401 59 232 106 4 Gl 401 0.14713217 | 0.578553616 | 0.264339152 | 0.009975062
5.2 401 69 250 80 2 5.2 401 0.172069825 | 0.623441397 | 0.199501247 | 0.004987531
6.1 401 83 258 59 1 6.1 401 0.206982544 | 0.643391521 | 0.14713217 | 0.002493766
6.2 401 72 253 75 1 6.2 401 0.179551122 | 0.630922693 | 0.187032419 | 0.002493766
6.3 401 73 225 97 6 6.3 401 0.182044888 | 0.561097257 | 0.241895262 | 0.014962594
6.4 401 68 223 105 5 6.4 401 0.16957606 | 0.556109726 | 0.261845387 | 0.012468828
7.1 401 82 255 62 2 7.1 401 0.204488778 | 0.635910224 | 0.154613466 | 0.004987531
7.2 401 75 244 81 1 7.2 401 0.187032419 | 0.608478803 | 0.201995012 | 0.002493766
8.1 401 86 260 52 B] 8.1 401 0.21446384 | 0.648379052 | 0.12967581 | 0.007481297
8.2 401 63 236 99 3 8.2 401 0.157107232 | 0.588528678 | 0.246882793 | 0.007481297
8.3 401 97 208 89 7 8.3 401 0.241895262 | 0.518703242 | 0.221945137 | 0.017456359
9.1 401 127 234 36 4 9.1 401 0.316708229 | 0.583541147 | 0.089775561 | 0.009975062
9.2 401 94 252 51 4 9.2 401 0.234413965 | 0.628428928 | 0.127182045 | 0.009975062
10.1 401 108 251 38 4 10.1 401 0.269326683 | 0.625935162 | 0.094763092 | 0.009975062
10.2 401 97 245 53 6 10.2 401 0.241895262 | 0.610972569 | 0.132169576 | 0.014962594

Figure 5: Example of Proportions Tables for Responses to InTASC Standards
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For the second categorical variable, the researcher cleaned and coded the open
responses to the question: “Comments to inform [teacher preparation institution] with its
continuing improvement efforts toward preparing classroom-ready teachers.” Despite the
differences in language and composition between survey 1 and survey 2 for the first
categorical variable, the open response question remained the same across all twenty-one
data sets. This provided the researcher with a total of 4,140 responses.

To honor anonymity of individuals or institutions, and to maintain objectivity,
identifiers such as college/university name or teacher names were first eliminated from
responses. An observation to note is the fact that over the data sets for responses from
supervisors of both first and third year teachers, many respondents worded their answers
as if they were formally reviewing the teacher candidate in question rather than giving
broad suggestions to the teacher preparation program or institution. As a result of this, the
researcher had line items that had to be eliminated because they didn’t yield any directly
suggestive language that aligned with the INTASC standards.

When considering the syntax of the open question, “continuing improvement
efforts” implies that this question is asking for feedback on what is needed in education
preparation programs to improve the level of preparedness for a preservice teacher.
Therefore, any comments that did not indicate suggestions for improvement were moved
into a separate tab labeled “arbitrary comments.” Additionally, replies which included
suggestions for specific content areas, departments, grade levels or programs were also
moved to this tab as these concepts are too narrow a focus to align with the INTASC
standards that were the framework for this study.

Key words and phrases that consistently emerged which aligned with the
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standards for both surveys during initial cleaning became codes for analysis using
MAXQDA. For example, the phrase “classroom management” was a frequently
observed phrase which aligns with sub standard 3.3 in survey 1: “Learning
Environments-manage student behavior to promote a positive learning environment™ as
well as with sub standard 3.2 in survey 2: “Learning Environments- Use and
communicate clear task and behavioral expectations to support an environment of
learning.” In this example, the INTASC standard of Learning Environments subsequently
housed a list of frequently mentioned words and phrases which related to the practices
within that standard. In other words, “classroom management” was included in a list
which also contained Routines/procedures, Classroom expectations, Behavior
management, Behavior supports, and Student behaviors to name a few.

When considering a syntactical coding method, each INnTASC standard
represented a category, and the identified phrases served as codes within said category.
The intention was to identify the frequency of the use of given codes which could later
potentially validate statistical anomalies that were uncovered in the first categorical
variable. This coding method is what Johnny Saldafia (2021) refers to as Paradigmatic
Corroboration in a mixed method analysis. Before running the cleaned open response
data through MAXQDA, the researcher shifted attention back to the first categorical
variable to move on to the next step in the EDA process.

Detecting Outliers

The twenty-one data sets for categorical variable 1: Likert Responses to perceived

frequency in survey 1 or to perceived proficiency in survey 2 needed to undergo further

examination to detect probable outliers before additional action could be taken in



50

analyzing the second categorical variable: the open question responses.

The researcher compared sample data from like subgroups between years to
uncover response frequency changes of greater than or equal to five percent in the highest
ranked response to each sub standard. When referring to a sub standard, it is a survey
question with language developed by the NDE which serves as an indicator for one of the
INTASC standards. The NDE sub standards language is similar to indicators listed in the
CCSSO (2011) publication, however, there are minor differences in several areas. For
this reason, a sub standard should be considered synonymous with NDE specific
language while a standard should be considered synonymous with INTASC specific
language.

In survey 1, there were a total of five permutations, and in survey 2, there were a
total of six. To clarify, a permutation in this circumstance refers to the number of ways
sub samples were compared between years. The first comparisons between like
subgroups in survey 1 revealed five percent variances in as many as 18 sub standards
while initial comparisons between like subgroups in survey 2 revealed five percent
variances in as many as 13 sub standards. While some sub standards presented
differences in one or two places, others appeared across subgroups. In following the
nature of EDA inquiry, the researcher decided to conduct additional analysis on sub
standards which justifiably warranted further examination. An additional criterion was
developed.

To narrow the depth and breadth of outcomes for continued analysis, the
researcher calculated the proportions of the identified sub standards for each sample

comparison by dividing the number of times the sub standard revealed a five percent
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variance in frequency of highest ranked response by the total number of times the sub
standard was presented to participants across subgroups. As an example, a total of six
combinations for survey 1 were compared, but, for instance, comparisons of sub standard
3.1 revealed a variance of five percent in only three subgroups. Therefore the frequency
of the five percent variance was observed 50% of the time.

From this, the researcher was able to derive a list of sub standards in which at
least a five percent variance occurred more frequently across all subgroups. To clarify,
two criteria were now established to determine the priority for further analysis. Sub
standards which had at least a five percent increase or decrease in the frequency of
highest ranking responses from one academic year to the next and which appeared in at
least 50% of the sample comparisons became the priority for further analysis (see figures
6 and 7). If, for instance, a five percent variance for a particular standard only occurred
between the 2016/2017 and the 2017/2018 first year teacher data sets but nowhere else,

then the need for further analysis was no longer a priority of the researcher at that time.



Subgroup ] ‘ Sample Data

2016/2017 compared
with 2017/2018

First Year Teacher
Responses

2017/2018 compared
with 2018/2019

2016/2017 compared
with 2017/2018
Supervisors of First
Year Teacher
Responses

2017/2018 compared
with 2018/2019

Supervisors of Third
Year Teacher
Responses

2017/2018 compared
with 2018/2019

Examined Standards

—
]

3.1,4.1,42 8.1,12.3

3.1,41,42,81,12.3

3.1,4.1,4.2

No noteable variences to
examine

4.2,12.3

Figure 6: Break down of statistical comparisons for survey 1
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2019/2020 compared
with 2020/2021
First Year Teacher
Responses

2020/2021 compared
with 2021/2022

2019/2020 compared
with 2020/2021

Third Year Teacher
Responses

2020/2021 compared
with 2021/2022

2019/2020 compared
; with 2020/2021
Supervisors of
First Year Teacher
Responses
2020/2021 compared
with 2021/2022

2019/2020 compared

Supervisors of with 2020/2021
Third Year
Teacher
Responses 2020/2021 compared

with 2021/2022

T
-

8.1,9.1*

— 8.1,9.1,9:2

6.4,8.1,9.1,10.2

6.2,6.4,8.1,9.1,9.2,
10.2

*Ten standards were omitted on the surveys administered in the 2019/2020 year to firstyear teachers and to supervisors of first year teachers

Figure 7: Break down of statistical comparisons for survey 2

Testing Assumptions

Now that outliers had been targeted and prioritized, the researcher conducted

53

statistical analysis to test the null hypothesis: There is a significant difference in response

to sub standard (S) between academic year 1 (Y1) and academic year 2 (Y2). The

standards which did meet the two preliminary criteria were analyzed using Pearson’s Chi-

Squared test of independence. The researcher created contingency tables, expected values



54

tables, and Chi-squared values tables for each identified sub standard (see figure 8).
Survey 1 had five sub standards identified, and survey 2 had six. These contingency
tables were used to conduct a Chi-squared test of independence to determine which sub
standards between two different years were significantly different based on a p value of

<.05 thus leading the researcher to reject the null hypothesis for the compared
variables.

Once all of the identified permutations had been tested, the researcher was able to
use the outcomes to inform continued analysis of categorical variable 2. Frequency
analytics were applied to the open response data, but, like data within categorical variable
1, limiters on which data sets were analyzed were defined. The sub standards within a
data sample in given year which emerged as being significantly different (p value of
<.05) served as the first of two criteria. In other words, if sub standards did not emerge as
statistically significant within a certain subsample, no additional analysis was conducted

on the open response data found within that same data set.
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Survey 1: First Year Teachers Observed Values for Standard 12.3
Year Administered Consistent Frequent Occasional Rare totals
2017/2018 322 63 4 1 390
2018/2019 447 141 20 2 610
769 204 24 1000
Survey 1: First Year Teachers Expected Values for Standard 12.3
Year Administered Consistent Frequent Occasional Rare totals
2017/2018 299.91 79.56 9.36 1.17 390
2018/2019 469.09 124.44 14.64 1.83 610
769 204 24 3 1000
Survey 1: First Year Teachers Chi*2 Values for Standard 12.3
Year Administered Consistent Frequent Occasional Rare totals
2017/2018 1.627048448 | 3.446877828 | 3.069401709 | 0.0247009 | 8.168029
2018/2019 1.04024409 | 2.203741562 | 1.962404372 | 0.0157923 | 5.222182
13.39021
Figure 8: Example of Contingency Tables

The open response question participants answered, “Comments to inform

[institution name] with its continuing improvement efforts toward preparing classroom-
ready teachers” led responders to provide suggestions for improvement within any
Nebraska teacher preparation program. The interpretive nature of the question implies
that responders are pointing out areas of improvement. It was this conclusion that helped
to define the second criteria to determine which data sets would undergo frequency
analytics. If differences in responses revealed statistical significance because there was a
decrease in the frequency of highest ranked responses, then the researcher determined
paradigmatic corroboration was needed. The justification for this is because a decrease in
perceived confidence in preparedness in areas of significance indicated that there was a

declining trend which could be interpreted that it was an area of perceived need.
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Analysis of categorical variable 1 and categorical variable 2 was conducted with
exploratory and frequency analytics. Decisions by the researcher with regard to what data
was to be analyzed were not random, but rather logically sequential. Each outcome from
each step in the intentionally vague process informed the researcher’s next actions. The
following results discussed below outline the outcomes from this study. The myriad of

implications for possible future studies around this data are addressed in chapter five.
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Chapter 4: Results

The goal of this modified Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) study was to reveal
the interdependence of data and how it could be used to model relationships beyond the
traditional constraints of hypothesis testing and to create new questions for hypothetical
analysis. The conceptual framework for the study was the Interstate Teacher Assessment
and Support Consortium (INTASC) standards. The Nebraska Department of Education
(NDE) developed a survey with descriptors for each of the ten standards. These
descriptors or sub standards served as survey items and were a major part of the study.
The researcher began with a central question:

What are the trends of perceived preparation of beginning teachers by teachers

and by teacher supervisors in Nebraska in relation to INTASC professional

standards?

The question was broken down into more specific areas of measurement:

a. What are the trends in first year teacher data over time within the Likert
responses to perceived frequency or proficiency of INTASC standards?

b. What are the trends in third year teacher data over time within the Likert
responses to perceived frequency or proficiency of INTASC standards?

c. What are the trends in data from supervisors of first year teachers over
time within the Likert responses to perceived frequency or proficiency of
INTASC standards?

d. What are the trends in data from supervisors of third year teachers over
time within the Likert responses to perceived frequency or proficiency of

INTASC standards?
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To reveal intended results, the following tools of analysis were employed:

e. Exploratory Analytics: Proportions within and between identified sets of
data within the probability matrix

f. Exploratory Analytics: Relationships within and between identified sets of
data within the probability matrix

g. Frequency Analytics: Relationships based on frequency within identified

sets of data

The tools of analysis were applied through a modified version of Tukey’s (1993)
Exploratory Data Analysis in which the researcher conducted the following steps:

1. Explored data sets deeply to define the Intent, Parameters, and outcomes

from data sets

2. Defined the underlying structure of the data sets

3. Extracted important variables from the data sets

4. Detected outliers and anomalies

5. Tested underlying assumptions

It was through this process that the researcher narrowed the focus of 21 sets of

data into two categorical variables which were examined more closely. The first
categorical variable consisted of the rank based, Likert responses to the listed sub
standards from NDE. This was subsequently broken into two factions because of the
change in survey language. The second categorical variable analyzed was the open
response answers which were coded for Paradigmatic Corroboration (Saldana, 2021). To

reiterate, the open response question presented to every subgroup contained the following
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language: “Comments to inform [Teacher Preparation Institution] with its continuing
improvement efforts toward preparing classroom-ready teachers.”

The following discussion of analytic outcomes refers to terms which should be
redefined for clarity. When there is reference to “standard,” this is one of the ten
overarching InNTASC standards. When there is reference to a “sub standard,” this is one of
the specific descriptors formulated by the Nebraska Department of Education (NDE) as it
relates to an INTASC standard. When a “category” is referred to, this is one of four broad
tenants of the teaching profession as defined by the Council of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO), an organization that is credited for authoring the INTASC standards.

Data is also discussed with specific terminology. Survey 1 and Survey 2 address
two distinct groups of data from surveys which contain the same INTASC framework but
are linguistically and structurally different from one another. A sub group is a group of
data within survey 1 or survey 2 with an additional identifier such as “first year teacher.”
A sub sample is a specific data set within one of the subgroups that also contains the
identifier of which academic school year the responses were given. The EDA study also
resulted in a defined structure to inform data analysis.

Categorical variable 1: Likert Responses in survey 1

Sub standards had been identified for analysis first by comparing like subgroups
and each standard from year to year to identify changes of > or < five percent. Those
standards which met this criterion in at least half of the instances in which it was
presented warranted deeper analysis. Pearson’s Chi-squared test of independence was
conducted for these identified standards within each subgroup, and outcomes were put

into probability matrices (see tables 1-3).
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Table 1: Probability Matrix for Survey 1

. 2016/2017 2017/2018 2017/2018
2016/2017 First 2017/2018 First Supervisors of First Supervisors of First Supervisors of Third
Year Teachers to
Year Teachers to 2018/2019 First Year Teachers to Year Teachers to Year Teachers to
2017/2018 First Year Teachers Chi2 2017/2018 2018/2019 2018/2019
Year Teachers Chi2 Sian test Supervisors of First Supervisors of First Supervisors of Third
Examined Sign test P Value PgVaIue Year Teachers Chi2 Year Teachers Chi2 Year Teachers Chi2
Standard Sign test P Value Sign test P Value Sign test P Value
3.1 0.0274 0.124 0.041 0.594 0.264
4.1 0.229 0.0162 0.011 0.153 0.88
4.2 0.055 0.0301 0.451 0.445 0.395
8.1 0.052 0.013 0.189 0.838 0.85
12.3 0.071 0.004 0.234 0.835 0.081
Domain Standards from Survey 1
Learning Standard 3.1
Environments | Work with others to create environments that support individual and collaborative
learning
Content Standard 4.1
Knowledge Understand the central concepts, tools of inquiry, and structures of the discipline(s) |
teach.
Content Standard 4.2
Knowledge Create learning experiences that make these aspects of the discipline accessible and

meaningful for students to assure mastery of the content.

Instructional

Standard 8.1

Strategies Understand a variety of instructional strategies.
Professional Standard 12.3
Dispositions The teacher practices good judgment, flexibility, problem-solving skills, professional

communication, and organization.

Categorical variable 1(cont.): Likert Responses in survey 2

Table 2: Probability Matrix Survey 2: First year teachers and their supervisors

2019/2020 First
Year Teachers to
2020/2021 First

Year Teachers Chi2

2020/2021 First

Year Teachers to

2021/2022 First
Year Teachers Chi2

2019/2020
Supervisors of First
Year Teachers to
2020/2021
Supervisors of First
Year Teachers Chi2

2020/2021
Supervisors of First
Year Teachers to
2021/2022
Supervisors of First
Year Teachers Chi2

Examined Sign test P Value Sign test P Value
Standard Sign test P Value Sign test P Value
6.2 0.1 0.315 0.765 0.89
6.4 no 2019 data 0.381 no 2019 data 0.99
8.1 0.305 0.835 0.0189 0.057
9.1 2.34E-07 0.324 0.384 0.2
9.2 no 2019 data 0.0011 no 2019 data 0.345
10.2 1.10E-15 0.229 0.289 0.131
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Table 3: Probability Matrix Survey 2: Third year teachers and their supervisors
2019/2020 2019/2020
2019/2020 Third 2020/2021 Third Supervisors of Third | Supervisors of Third
Year Teachers to Year Teachers to Year Teachers to Year Teachers to
2020/2021 First 2021/2022 First 2020/2021 2020/2021
Year Teachers Chi2 Year Teachers Chi2 Supervisors of Third | Supervisors of Third
Examined Sign test P Value Sign test P Value Yg.ar TeachPe\r/s Tﬁhiz Yglar Teachpe\r/s IChi2
Standard ign test alue ign test alue
6.2 0.127 0.085 0.761 0.404
6.4 0.895 0.283 0.145 0.072
8.1 0.437 0.468 1.45407E-05 0.069
9.1 0.631 0.265 0.219 0.167
9.2 0.646 0.243 0.776 0.047
10.2 0.48 0.461 0.153 0.061
Domain Standards from Survey 2
Assessment Standard 6.2 - Use formative and summative classroom assessments that
facilitate learning
Assessment Standard 6.4 - Provide differentiated instruction and assessments that positively
impact learning.
Instructional Standard 8.1 - Incorporate digital tools and technologies into instruction.
Strategies
Professional Learning | Standard 9.1 - Invite constructive feedback and respond positively.
and Ethical Practice
Professional Learning | Standard 9.2 - Set and implement goals to improve practice
and Ethical Practice
Leadership and Standard 10.2 - Respond to people, problems and crises effectively
Collaboration

Trends in first year teacher data

To find trends which align with the first decomposition question, “What are the
trends in first year teacher data over time within the Likert responses to perceived
frequency or proficiency of INTASC standards?” responses in categorical variable 1:
responses to the Likert questions were analyzed. First year teachers were given a series of
Likert response items to measure their perceived level of preparation in alignment with
each of the INTASC standards. Survey language was changed between the 2018/2019 and
the 2019/2020 academic years (see Appendix D), so results of the Exploratory Data

Analysis process will be discussed in relation to survey 1 and to survey 2 respectively.
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First year teacher data: Survey 1

When comparing the responses of like subgroups from one year to the next, a
couple observations were be made. For starters, in survey 1 between the 2016/2017 and
the 2017/2018 school years, only one of the 31 sub standards that first year teachers were
presented resulted in a statistically significant difference. Sub standard 3.1 is part of the
INTASC domain of fostering supportive learning environments. Specifically, the
language on survey 1 is “The teacher works with others to create environments that
support individual and collaborative learning.” There was a p value of .0274. The
proportion of first year teachers who responded “consistently” increased by five percent
indicating a positive trend in perception in this area with a low probability of recurrence.

Conversely, between the 2017/2018 and the 2018/2019 school years, four of the
31 sub standards presented to first year teachers revealed statistically significant
differences. Two of these standards focused on content knowledge, one on instructional
strategies, and the last was professional dispositions. In sub standard 4.1, there was a p
value of .01629. The frequency of responses to "consistent™ increased by five percent. In
sub standard 4.2, there was a p value of .030174. The frequency of responses to
“consistent” increased by nine percent. Increases within both sub standards imply the
participants’ self-perception of content knowledge in these subgroups improved over
time.

Sub standard 8.1, which discussed the knowledge of a variety of instructional
strategies, had a p value of .01321. Unlike the aforementioned sub standards, the
frequency of responses to “consistent” decreased by seven percent. In other words, first

year teacher participant responses indicated that perceived preparedness in the area of
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instructional strategies declined over time.

To corroborate this finding, the researcher examined the frequency of key words
and phrases which relate to instructional strategies in the open response answers that first

year teachers from the 2017/2018 and the 2018/2019 school years provided (see table 4).

Table 4: Frequency of terms used in open responses related to standard 8
[
.° - —=
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3 = £ So ao o S
= & @ 52 & s S
5] 5| §| £&5| = & R
Number of instances the term appeared
in responses of first year teachers in the 10 3 2 4 7 4 9
2017/2018 year
Number of instances the term appeared
in responses of first year teachers in the 22 2 2 4 12 6 6
2018/2019 year

The phrase “curriculum” was incorporated in responses at a higher rate than other related
phrases. While the perception of preparedness in standard 8 decreased in categorical
variable 1, the frequency of the terms “curriculum” and “planning” increased in open
responses from categorical variable 2 thus representing a negative correlation that
indicates a perceived need. The following are examples of open responses in context:
“More experience on researching and developing curriculum to teach would have
been useful.”
“l also felt underprepared in the area of understanding curriculum and creating
curriculum-based goals.”
“...it would be more practical to teach prospective teachers how to enhance
curriculum for engagement on a daily basis.”

“| feel the need of learning the actual curriculum is so important. | did not feel
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ready to be handed a full curriculum and how to navigate the pacing of
that.”

The insights of first year teachers regarding curriculum relates to instructional
strategies in that one must know what and when to teach something before honing their
skills around how to teach it.

The last area of significance for survey 1 responses of first year teachers was in sub
standard 12.3: The teacher practices good judgment, flexibility, problem-solving skills,
professional communication, and organization. Comparison of sample responses of first
year teachers to this standard between the 2017/2018 and 2018/2019 school years
revealed a p value of .01321, where the frequency of responses to "consistent” decreased
by seven percent. First year teachers’ perception of preparedness of inter and
intrapersonal skills in an educational setting was therefore trending negatively over time.

Because of the decrease in categorical variable 1, the researcher examined frequency
of terms relating to professional dispositions which appeared in the open response data of
first year teachers as well as those of supervisors of first year teachers in the area of

standard 12 (see table 5).

Table 5: Frequency of terms used in open responses related to standard 12

Interpersonal ) Organizational
P Reflection g

skills Skills Collaboration | Confidence Parent Relationship | Communicate | Professionalism

Number of instances the term
appeared in responses of first year 0 5 1 2 1 11 3 2 1
teachers in the 2017/2018 year
Number of instances the term
appeared in responses of first year 1 1 3 1 3 6 4 6 3
teachers in the 2018/2019 year

Number of instances the term appeared
in responses of supervisors of first year 1 0 2 5 2 8 7 4 6
teachers in the 2017/2018 year
Number of instances the term appeared
in responses of supervisors of first year 1 2 1 5 1 2 4 2 7

teachers in the 2018/2019 year
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Unlike standard 8, the two categorical variables did not convey a strong
corroboration in perception over time. In many areas, the frequency of terms associated
with professional disposition decreased in responses of first year teachers between the
2017/2018 and the 2018/2019 year which may be interpreted as a decreased perception of
need. However, responses of supervisors within these same years were included for
additional interpretive analysis of categorical variable 2.

While the frequency of terms used showed no significant changes over time, “parent”
was used frequently in both years by both first year teachers and by supervisors of first
year teachers. It can be interpreted that both first year teachers and their supervisors
perceived relationships or communication with parents as a suggested area of opportunity
for teacher education programs.

Another observation between the two subsamples was supervisors of first year
teachers mention “collaboration” and “professionalism” as areas of need in teacher
preparation programs while the first year teachers themselves do not. The researcher
could deduce that supervisors’ open responses point out areas of need where first year
teachers may be unaware of a need.

The following are terms which relate to inter and intrapersonal dispositions in the context
of the responses of first year teachers:

“I think more focus should be put on classroom management, and school culture

(i.e: how to work with other teachers, administrators, and how to handle tough
situations in a professional manner)”

“Have [preservice teachers] work on communicating with others in a professional

setting. Being able to communicate with the resource [teachers], ELL or
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even the administrations is something every teacher will have to do.”

“More instruction for future educators on how to communicate effectively with
parents.”

“More collaboration experiences to prepare for working with other colleagues.”

Supervisors of First Year Teachers Responses in Context

“Please focus on professional duties and emphasize the importance, especially
with collaborating.”

[there is a need for focus on] “Professionalism, interpersonal skills, and work
environment sensitivity.”

[the first year teacher in question] “could improve in collaborating with parents

and other staff members.”

The trends in first year teacher data over time within the Likert responses to
perceived frequency of INTASC standards demonstrated mixed results. The perception of
preparedness of first year teachers had a positive trend over time in the areas of content
knowledge and learning environments, but it had a negative trend over time in the areas
of instructional strategies and professional dispositions.

First year teacher data: Survey 2

Survey 2 contained language in the rank-based, Likert scale questions regarding
INTASC sub standards that was different than survey 1. Rather than measuring the
perceived frequency that a standard was met, survey 2 measured the perceived level of
proficiency in which a standard was performed. The language change caused a shift in

the proportion of responses overall; survey 1 contained a higher number of responses for
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“consistent” (the highest possible ranking) while survey 2 contained a higher number of
responses for “proficient” (the second highest ranking). Also to note is that the survey
presented to first year teachers in the 2019/2020 school year contained only fifteen of the
possible twenty-five items on the later surveys.

Data sets from survey 2 responses of first year teachers revealed six standards
which met the two criteria: a variance of > or <5 percent between academic years in at
least half of the presented surveys. The researcher conducted Chi-squared analytics for all
six, and three revealed significance for first year teachers.

For instance, comparisons between the 2019/2020 school year and the 2020/2021
school year revealed noteworthy differences in standards 9.1 and 10.2. The first of these
falls in the standard of Professional Learning and Ethical practice: Invite constructive
feedback and respond positively. The p value was 2.33802578944776e . The frequency
of responses to “advanced” decreased by sixteen percent between the 2019/2020 and the
2020/2021 school years. Alternately, where only two percent had indicated a level of
preparedness as “developing” in the 2019/2020 year, the proportion changed to nine
percent in the 2020/2021 year. The perception of preparedness of first year teachers for
standard 9.1 therefore showed a negative trend over time.

Standard 10.2: Respond to people, problems and crises effectively, also showed a
significant difference. The p value was 1.10256667466542¢ 1>, The frequency of
responses to “advanced” decreased by twenty-three percent between the 2019/2020 and
the 2020/2021 school years. Like the previous standard, the responses shifted to
“developing” increasing that ranking by fifty-eight percent. First year teacher perception

of preparedness showed a significantly negative trend over time.
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Table 6: Frequency of terms used in open responses related to standard 9

Self reflecting/

Professionalism .
reflection

Number of instances the term
appeared in responses of first year 3 0
teachers in the 2019/2020 year
Number of instances the term

appeared in responses of first year 3 4
teachers in the 2020/2021 year
Number of instances the term

appeared in responses of first year 2 1
teachers in the 2021/2022 year

Another area of statistical significance for first year teachers in survey 2 responses
was in a comparison between the 2020/2021 and 2021/2022 school years. Sub standard
9.2: Set and implement goals to improve practice had a p value of 0.001101. The
frequency of responses to “advanced” for standard 9.2 decreased by nearly six percent.
Because two of the significant differences were found in standard 9: Professional
Learning and Ethical Practice, the researcher examined word frequencies in relation to
this standard over the three years of data (see table 6).

There was an increase in the instances where “reflection” was used by first year
teachers, however, the instances decreased the following year. More specific use of
“reflect” or “reflection” appeared in the following context:

“More constructive criticism could be helpful for future teachers to really reflect

on how they can improve their lesson plans...”

The term which demonstrated a significant increase as it related to standard 10:
Leadership and Collaboration was “parent communication.” The frequency of use by first

year teachers increased from five in 2019/2020 to seventeen in 2020/2021 and then to
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twenty-two in 2021/2022. In the context of open responses, the following are a few
examples:

“It would be helpful to know some tips or strategies on talking with parents.”

“Communicating with parents was another thing I didn't feel trained on at all.”

“I did not feel like 1 was prepared for after my experience at [institution] was

parent communication and how to document it.”

“There needs to be more comprehensive conversations around ... having difficult

conversations with parents.”

It can be interpreted that first year teachers’ decreased perception of preparedness
in the INTASC category of professional responsibility corroborates with open responses
because the rate in which a need was indicated for additional preparation in
communication and crisis management increased.

Trends in third year teacher data

Categorical variable 1 data from both survey 1 and survey 2 revealed no
significant findings to address the next decomposed question, “What are the trends in
third year teacher data over time within the Likert responses to perceived frequency or
proficiency of INTASC standards?” To note is that only survey 2 sample responses were
analyzed because the researcher did not have data for more than one year of data within
the timeline for survey 1. That said, the trend for perceptions of preparedness of third
year teachers presented as more predictable than the perception of preparedness in
teachers in their first year of teaching the implications of which are addressed in the

discussion.
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Because there were no significant outliers for the first data, no analysis was
subsequently done on word frequencies within open responses for this sample subgroup.
Trends in data from supervisors of first year teachers

The data for the perception of preparedness of first year teachers by their
supervisors revealed similarities to the outcomes of first year teachers in a few areas.
Survey outcomes for supervisors of first year teachers revealed some significant
differences which can address the decomposition question, “What are the trends in data
from supervisors of first year teachers over time within the Likert responses to perceived
frequency or proficiency of INTASC standards?” As with data from first year teachers,
the following outcomes are addressed as they relate to either survey 1 or to survey 2.

Supervisors of first year teacher data: Survey 1

Of the comparisons made within survey 1, responses between the 2016/2017 and
2017/2018 school years revealed two areas of significance in responses from supervisors
of first year teachers. The first of these was in standard 3.1: The teacher works with
others to create environments that support individual and collaborative learning. The p
value of .041 indicated a mildly significant trend over time. As a reminder, survey 1’s
ranked response language measured the perception of how often a standard was met by
the teacher. In this case, the perception of supervisors of first year teachers revealed a
positive trend over time in that the frequency of responses to "consistent™ increased by
5.6% indicating a perception of growth in first year teachers between the two academic
years.

The other standard which indicated significance in survey 1 was standard 4.1: The

teacher understands the central concepts, tools of inquiry, and structures of the
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discipline(s) he or she teaches. Like the standard before it, the difference between the
2016/2017 and 2017/2018 school years indicated that the perception of supervisors of
first year teachers had a positive trend over time. The outlying p value of .01068
indicated significance in the seven percent increase in the frequency of responses to
"consistent.” It can be interpreted that the perception of supervisors of first year teachers
regarding how prepared first year teachers were in the area of content knowledge had a
positive trend over time.

Because both areas of statistical significance yielded a positive trend in perception, no
additional analysis of open responses was conducted. Open response data is indicative of
the participant’s perception regarding what could be changed or adjusted to strengthen
teacher preparation programs and therefore more strongly corroborates Chi-squared
analytics in which there is a decreased valuation.

Supervisors of first year teacher data: Survey 2

To review, survey 2’s rank response language measured the level of perceived
proficiency for the practice in question rather than how often the standard was met thus
making “proficient” (the second in rank) the more commonly selected response across all
data sets. Comparisons of the data in survey 2 from supervisors of first year teachers
revealed one significant outlier in standard 8.1: Incorporates digital tools and
technologies into instruction. Between the 2019/2020 and the 2020/2021 school year,
perceptions of supervisors of first year teachers conveyed a positive trend in this area.
The p value was 0.0189. The frequency of responses to “advanced” increased by five
percent which implies there was a positive trend in the perception of supervisors of first

year teachers regarding this practice. Implications for the rationale of this are discussed in



72

the next chapter. Like survey 1, no data from the first categorical variable revealed a
negatively impacted perception, so no additional analysis was conducted on open
response data.

Trends in data from supervisors of third year teachers

The final subgroup to be examined was supervisors of third year teachers. There
were two areas of significance to address the question, “What are the trends in data from
supervisors of third year teachers over time within the Likert responses to perceived
frequency or proficiency of INTASC standards?” Both of these statistical outcomes were
found in survey 2. Survey 1 data revealed no statistical outliers.

In survey 2, the first standard which revealed significance was 8.1: Incorporates
digital tools and technologies into instruction. Between the 2019/2020 and the 2020/2021
school years, this standard exceeded the critical value by an exponential amount making
the p value 1.45407e~°5. The frequency of responses to “advanced” by supervisors of
third year teachers increased by eleven percent indicating a positive trend for this
standard over time.

The other standard in survey 2 which yielded significant results was in the
comparisons between the 2020/2021 and 2021/2022 school years. The perception of
supervisors of third year teachers had a significant change in standard 9.2: Sets and
implements goals to improve practice. The p value was 0.04694. The perception of
supervisors of third year teachers showed a positive trend in that the frequency of
responses to “advanced” in this area increased by thirteen percent. Because of the
positive trend in both of the observed standards, no additional analysis was conducted

over the open response data.
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Additional Analysis

Two standards which emerged as statistically significant over time repeated in
different subgroups within like years. As is the nature of EDA, the researcher ran the two
through another series of Chi-squared tests of independence to determine whether there
was statistical significance in a comparison of the two subgroups for each standard.

In survey 1, standard 3.1: The teacher works with others to create environments
that support individual and collaborative learning, was found to be statistically significant
between the 2016/2017 and 2017/2018 school years for both first year teachers as well as
for supervisors of first year teachers, and each revealed in upward trend. Comparison
with Chi-squared analytics of the two subgroups revealed there was a statistical
significance between first year teachers and supervisors of first year teachers in the
2017/2018 school year with a p value of .0134.

The other standard that repeated was in survey 2. Standard 8.1: Incorporates
digital tools and technologies into instruction. In the comparisons between the 2019/2020
and 2020/2021 school years, both supervisors of first year teachers as well as supervisors
of third year teachers proved to have statistical significance for this standard. Comparison
of supervisors of first year teachers and supervisors of third year teachers did not reveal
significant outcomes in the 2019/2020 year, but, in the 2020/2021 year, there was a
statistical significance with a p value of 7.38363e~°°. Rationale for this finding is

discussed in the following chapter.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This modified Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) study intended to address
potential trends in perceived preparedness within the Interstate Teacher Assessment and
Support Consortium (INnTASC) professional standards. The Nebraska Department of
Education (NDE) developed specific indicators or sub standards which were the basis for
the majority of the questions presented to participants. Participants were beginning
teachers and supervisors of beginning teachers. Data from a previously administered
survey was analyzed. Twenty-one data sets from four subgroups were delineated into
underlying categories. Then, exploratory analytics were applied with attention to outliers
within data sets. The following is a summary of observed outcomes and a discussion of
implications.

Summary of Results

Several outcomes were observed during this study. For instance, there was a
positive trend in the perception of preparedness among first year teachers in the specific
areas of the learning environment and in content knowledge. Over time, it seems
confidence increased in these areas. First year teachers know what to teach, and they
generally feel prepared to create an optimal learning environment. Data trends from
supervisors of first year teachers also demonstrated a heightened perception of
preparedness in content knowledge and learning environments. It can be interpreted, then,
that teacher preparation programs in Nebraska have provided coursework and
experiences which have prepared first year teachers so that they meet or exceed
indicators for these standards.

Conversely, trends in data from first year teachers in earlier sets indicated that
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there is a perceived deficit in preparedness of implementing a variety of instructional
strategies. Frequency analytics revealed corroborative findings in areas of need for
curriculum and planning within the same data sets.

Trends in data from both surveys also indicated that first year teachers have a
lowered sense of confidence in areas of the teaching profession which require both

interpersonal and intrapersonal skills. Perceived preparedness in sub standards with

29 ¢c 29 ¢¢

language such as “good judgement,” “problem solving,” “goal setting,” and “response to
crisis” trended negatively over time. Open response data from first year teachers
conveyed a need for additional preparation specifically in competencies relating to parent
communication and collegial collaboration. Particularly, sub standard 10.2: Responds to
people, problems, and crisis effectively, experienced a heavy shift between the 2019/2020
school year, when the COVID-19 pandemic began, and the 2020/2021 school year. The
steep decline in perceived preparedness was likely influenced by the external factors
which impacted the professional practice for everyone in education. However, despite the
possible influence of COVID-19, the trend in self-reported preparedness within the
INTASC category of Professional Responsibility revealed implications for further
discussion.

No statistical significance regarding Professional Responsibility was revealed by
supervisors of beginning teachers; however, frequency analytics of open response data
revealed that supervisors of first year teachers also believe there is a need to adjust
teacher education programs to better equip preservice teachers with social competencies

as they relate to the profession. The researcher acknowledges the interpretive nature of

the open responses as an independent data point. With this in mind, it can be said that
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there are corresponding outcomes which emerged in the present study between first year
teachers and their supervisors that imply there is a need to adjust teacher preparation
programs in Nebraska to better address indicators within the INTASC category of
Professional responsibility.

Another outcome that emerged in the EDA process was supervisors’ perception of
preparedness in instructional strategies. More specifically, there was statistical
significance found when comparing the 2019/2020 school year, when the COVID-19
pandemic began, to the 2020/2021 school year, when the very nature of education
drastically changed. The 2020/2021 cohort of Nebraska first and third year teachers were
tasked with teaching in various online and virtual formats, or these teachers had to adapt
to a hybrid format in which students were both in the classroom and connected virtually.
It was in this year that supervisors of beginning teachers perceived a stronger level of
preparedness in using digital tools within instruction for both first year and third year
teachers. It is suggested that part of this statistical anomaly is because perception was
impacted by external factors. During the effected school years, teachers, regardless of
years of experience, were asked to teach in an unconventional setting which required a
depth of knowledge in utilizing digital tools in order to promote engagement and rigor in
a “virtual classroom” setting. It is likely that supervisor perceptions of increased
proficiency when integrating digital tools were influenced by the aforementioned factors.

One final outcome to note is the lack of statistical significance in the perception of
preparedness in third year teachers. Data suggests that perceived preparedness of third
year teachers is relatively predictable over time.

The INTASC standards served as the conceptual framework for the present study
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while Tukey’s (1977) guidelines for exploratory data analysis served as a type of
roadmap for the researcher. Though methods of analysis for the study were entirely
quantitative in nature, it is necessary to point out that outcomes are inconclusive and
interpretive. The intention of EDA is to employ various analytics to specific data as a
means of revealing items which warrant further investigation, so no definitive answer to a
research question can logically be given. Therefore, the discussion in the following
section presents what the researcher has interpreted as noteworthy trends in perceptions
of preparedness of beginning teachers by teachers and by teacher supervisors in
Nebraska. Ultimately, the relevance and implications for future studies is expressed.
Discussion

The primary data focus was self-reported ranked responses which some may
argue is too subjective in nature. The researcher refutes the possibility of subjectivity
within the present study because of the data size. In total twenty-one data sets contained
9,818 responses with an average of 467 responses within a given data set. It is unknown
whether participants were represented in more than one data set because identifiers were
eliminated to ensure anonymity. As an example, a first year teacher who responded in the
2016/2017 school year may have also responded to the survey as a third year teacher in
the 2019/2020 school year. There were also approximately 4,000 responses to the open
question. Strategies for analysis were conducted with intentionality in order to produce
justifiable outcomes. These outcomes were compared to what the literature for teacher
preparation had previously established.

The observed outcomes within the present study reinforce ideas found in recent

research. For instance, the present study illustrated that while beginning teachers feel
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adequately prepared in their content and classrooms, they need more preparation in
competencies which are more complex in nature. A positive perception of proficiency in
content knowledge reiterates the findings of Chaney et al. (2020) and reinforces the
notion that teacher preparation programs are adequately preparing preservice teachers in
the INTASC categories of Content Knowledge and Learning Environments.

There are two INTASC standards which emerged as areas of additional inquiry for
the researcher. Standard 9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice and Standard 10:
Leadership and Collaboration are both part of the Professional Responsibility category.
Survey 1 also contained a separate, NDE specific standard called Professional
Dispositions. Thematically, the indicators (sub standards) within these standards describe
professional duties which extend beyond those in the classroom.

The INTASC category of Professional Responsibility lists critical knowledge and
dispositions of teachers which require skills where, as Cartesen and Klusmann (2021)
discuss, empirical research is found more within the realm of psychology rather than in
education. Beginning teachers have a responsibility to master and navigate some of the
more tacit elements of the teaching profession. In practice, this means they must
collaborate with paraprofessionals, resource teachers, professional learning communities
(PLC’s), and families. Additionally, teachers are expected to demonstrate professional
agency and adjust their patterns of communication to ensure empathy, compassion, and
sensitivity toward their audiences (CCSSO, 2013). The nuanced tight-rope of any
organizational culture can be difficult to conquer for anyone if they are not well prepared.

Researchers have begun using social-emotional competencies as an all-

encompassing phrase to describe the intricate qualities that are required of a
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“professional” educator. Ramos and Hughes (2020) indicate that these competencies are
crucial especially when beginning teachers are placed in settings where there are
socioeconomic disparities, disproportional achievement, and cultural diversity. Beginning
teachers who do not innately possess social-emotional competencies are more likely to
struggle which causes a lowered sense of self-efficacy (Hong, 2012). This is often the
case when those who are new to the profession are unfamiliar with not only the culture
and customs of the students they serve, but they are also unfamiliar with the values and
beliefs of the stakeholders in the immediate school community.

Response outcomes from first year teachers in the current study showed a
negative trend in perceived preparedness over time in the category of Professional
Responsibility. If mastery of the sub standards from the Professional Responsibility
category requires adequate social-emotional competence, then it can be insinuated that
first year teachers have a perceived deficit in social-emotional competencies in relation to
the teaching profession. Nebraska’s preservice teachers need teacher preparation
programs with impactful curriculum specifically regarding indicators of Professional
Responsibility.

From the inception of the public school system, it was recognized that effective
teachers needed to have both critical knowledge as well as the aptitude to teach it (Mann,
1840). The picturesque one-room schoolhouse with various ages of children with their
slates being warmed by a wood burning stove while a single teacher gave autonomous
instruction has fervently evolved. Education is no longer structured in a way that allows
teachers to compartmentalize their work as if it were detached from aspects of life

beyond the classroom. Accountability measures from every possible level combined with
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real-time systems of checks and balance have created an educational system that requires
more of teachers than just critical knowledge and the ability to teach it.

In the current educational climate, beginning teachers not only need to possess the
skills required to teach, but they need to be instilled with an awareness of societal
expectations as well as with the social-emotional competencies which will help them
reach these expectations. When faced with the very real challenges of teaching, beginning
teachers need tools which can assist in reframing the perceived level of severity within a
conflict or an intense situation (Ballantyne et al., 2020).

There are an infinite number of rewards in teaching, however, in today’s public
school setting, a beginning teacher will have to contend with negative colleagues,
abrasively reactive parents, aggressively behaved students, unanticipated duties, or any
number of distressing events from day to day. These trials are all in addition to the
responsibility of planning and implementing lessons, providing quality and differentiated
instruction, giving meaningful and timely feedback, and assessing their students’ learning
to begin again the next day. Teaching is a human-based, emotional profession, so
beginning teachers need strategies that will help them recover from emotionally charged
situations. These micro-traumas degrade self-efficacy and instructional quality over time.
(Mansfield et al., 2016; Hong, 2012).

To add to this, teachers in the 2019/2020 and 2020/2021 school years were often
referred to as first responders which has traditionally been associated with caregivers of
trauma victims. Granted, research prior to the pandemic points out that teachers have
always been first responders of students who experience trauma in their home.

Socioeconomically disadvantaged students carry invisible burdens that can impact not
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only their learning but also the learning of others. To adequately support and understand
students from adverse backgrounds, emotional regulation strategies and the ability to
access intrapersonal resources are therefore necessary for preparation of beginning
teachers (Mansfield et al., 2016; Cameron & Lovett, 2014). Mansfield et al. (2016) point
out that coping strategies such as problem solving, resilience, empathy, and emotional
regulation, can mitigate burnout and emotional exhaustion which has been indentified as
a contributing factor to increased attrition (Ingersoll, 2003). In effect, those teachers who
lack social-emotional competence which relate to the INTASC category of Professional
Responsibility are more likely to contribute to the growing attrition problem (Cartesen &
Klusmann, 2021).

The relationship between social-emotional competencies and teacher preparation
have been examined in recent years, especially with the onset of the COVID-19 crisis.
There has been development of conceptual frameworks to help measure abstract ideas
like problem solving skills, social competencies, and resilience. Ballantyne et al. (2020)
have found that perceptions of preparedness in beginning and preservice teachers
demonstrates a positive trend when they also perceive they are well equipped with skills
for “authentic” problem solving, for interpersonal relationship building, flexibility and
adaptability. Targeted curriculum in teacher preparation programs which address social-
emotional competencies could be a key in addressing the attrition problem within the
teacher workforce.

In the present study, frequency analytics showed a perceived need for additional
preparation specifically in relationships with the families of students by both beginning

teachers and by supervisors of beginning teachers. This aligns with Miller et al. (2013)
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who found a disconnect between course offerings which address school-family relations
and perceived importance of these relationships when it comes to student achievement. In
other words, preservice teachers recognize the importance of relationships with all
stakeholders in the educational setting, however, there are limited courses which
explicitly teach preservice educators how to build sustainable relationships. In their more
recent research, Luke and Vaughn (2021) also argue that traditional teacher preparation
programs provide limited opportunities to practice collaboration with colleagues and
families despite the evidence based need for these skills in the profession.

The elements which comprise the Professional Responsibility category within the
INTASC standards have a direct relationship with social-emotional competencies of
preservice teachers. The present EDA study emphasized what several researchers have
found. There is a need for targeted curriculum in teacher preparation programs which
provides opportunities develop social-emotional competencies as they relate to the
teaching profession.

Implications for Future Studies

There is potential for future studies. To begin, the depth and breadth of the data
provided for this study gives way for further examination. Specifically, thematic coding
could be applied to the responses to the open question. Responses by all sub groups
named positive qualities of preparation from the represented institution while others
named specific areas within the professional standards where they felt the institution did
not prepare them. By more intensively coding these responses and cross referencing them
for thematic patterns, additional conclusions regarding perceived preparedness of

beginning teachers within the INTASC framework could emerge.
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The initial “raw” data included names of specific teacher preparation institutions.
Through more in-depth investigation, positive trends in perceived preparedness can be
traced to specific Nebraska teacher preparation programs. Positive trends in perceived
competency would indicate there are effective facets of programming in the areas of
coursework, experiential learning opportunities, and/or agreements between the
institution and neighboring school districts. Future studies could ultimately reveal
targeted curriculum or frameworks which are already in use and proving to be effective in
Nebraska teacher preparation programs.

Limitations

In lieu of a structured set of procedures which dictates an “all or nothing” approach to
data analysis, the researcher utilized a more vague set of procedures. Several sub
standards presented a five percent (and therefore noteworthy) variance that the researcher
did not analyze because the study was intended to be explorative. By narrowing the
analytics with criteria which was developed in tandem with study progression, the
number of statistical permutations which could have been examined was limited. This
was intentional on the part of the researcher. The possible number of permutations a
researcher could produce with the depth and breadth of the available data are, quite
frankly, too many to attempt in one focused study.
Conclusion

As outlined in the early part of this work, teacher attrition has become a
concerning problem that the recent pandemic exacerbated. The purpose of the present
study was to better understand one of the many facets of the teacher pipeline by

examining teacher preparation. Tukey’s (1993) Exploratory Data Analysis was used
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because the hope was to uncover outcomes which might inform future studies of inquiry.
It was through this process that the researcher was able to derive a general conclusion
that teacher preparation programs in Nebraska need to provide targeted curriculum to
prepare the next generation of teachers so that they can master the indicators of
Professional Responsibility. Ultimately, adequate preparation of preservice teachers with
a focus on social-emotional competencies within the teaching profession could provide

relief from the attrition of Nebraska’s teacher workforce.
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Appendix A

2020-2021 Nebraska 1% Year Teacher Survey (Teacher Version)

Main Block

2020-2021 Nebraska 1st Year Teacher Survey

Your responses to this survey are used to provide Mebrazka teacher preparation insfitutions
with information about the effectiveness of first vear teachers prepared at their institutions.
The evaluation standards used in this survey are adapted from the nationally recognized
InTASE standards of teacher quality. These standards are consistent with both the Mebraska
Teacher Framewaork and the evaluations used during feacher clinical experiences.

Survey results will be provided to paricipating preparatory institufions and are infended fo
inform their confinuous improvement initiafives. Your responzes fo this survey will be
reported anonymously along with other first year teachers prepared at Mebraska insfitutions.
Rezponses are not individually identifiable nor shared with anyone (including your
preparatory instituticn or principal).

If vou did not receive a teaching cedificate in 2020-2021, or otherwize believe that this
survey was otherwise sent to you in emor, please let us know by emailing us
at nde.researchifinebraska.gov.

Thiz survey is intended for individuals completing their 1st year of teaching during the 2020-
2021 =school year on a regular teaching cedificate.

Hame: ${e:/FieldiTeacherFirstName}! %{e:/FieldiTeacherLastName}
Endorsement{s): e Field/Endorzements}

School: ${e://Field/SchoolMame} (ID: $e:/Field/SchodllD})

Teacher Preparaticn Institufion: He:(FieldBestRecommendinginstitutionMames}
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You have more than one teaching cerificate endorsement. Please choose the endorsement
best matching the primary focus of your 2020-2021 teaching assignment. {response
required)

The fallowing 25 items ask you o rate the extent to which you feel you were prepared by the
preparatory program you completed. Details and response guidance are provided on the: NE
Clinical Practice Evaluation Rubric.

standard 1. Learner Development

Below
Advanced Proficient Dewveloping  Standard
Standard 1.1 - Use knowledge of students and their 0 O 0 O
development and adjust teaching to facilitate leamang.
Standard 1.2 - Build on student =i ths to facilitate
Standard 2. Learner Differences
Below
Advanced Proficient Dewveloping  Standard
Standard 2.1 - Identify differentiation in student needs. O 0 O 0
Standard 2.2 - Respond fo differentiston in student
needs with individualized instruction and varied O 0 O 0
lzarning experisnces,
Standard 2.3 - Bring mulliple perspectves and cultbural
resources fo confent and discussions. o Q o Q

Standard 3. Leaming Environments
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Balow
Advanced Proficient Dewveloping Standard
Standard 3.1 - Promode a positive cassroom
environmeant. o O o O
Standard 3.2 - Use and communicate clear task and
behsavioral expectations to support an environment of O ) O )
k=aming.
Sstandard 4. Content Knowledge
Below
Advanced Proficient Deweloping Standard
Standard 4.1 - Use and communicate content
kEnowladge o O O O
Standard 4.2 - Use academic weoabulany and
grammar o O o O
Standard 4.3 - Provide opportunifies for students to
demonsirate their content knowdedge o O o O
Standard 5. Application of Content
Below
Advanced Proficient Deweloping Standard
Standard 5.1 - Help sfudents link concepts and
engage in crfical thinking o O o O
Standard 5.2 - Engapge students in the development of
fiteracy and commumication skills o O o O
Standard 6. Assessment
Balomer
Advanced Proficient Deweloping Standard
Standard 8.1 - Match instructions and assessments to
lzarning objectives. o O o O

Standard 8.2 - Use formetive and summative
classroom assessments that facilitate leaming

o O
Standard 8.3 - Amend instructionsl strategies and O '
adapt interventions as neaded.

o O

Standard 8.4 - Provide differantiated instrection and
assessments that positively impact leaming.

o Q
o O
o Q
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standard 7. Planning for Instruction

Beloer
Advanced Proficient Dewveloping Standard
Standard 7.1 - Plan sequenced l2aming expsriencas O '®) 0 e
and performancs tasks linked to leaming objectives
Standard 7.2 - Plan and implemant multiple ways for 0 e e e
studenis fo demonstrate their knowledge and skills.
standard 3. Insfructional Strategies
Belomer
Advanced Proficient Developing Standard
Standard 8.1 - Incorporate digital tools and
technologies indo instruction. o O o O
Standard 8.2 - Use evidence-based strategies to
suppoart critical thinking and content lzaming. o O o O
Standard 8.3 - Organize and manage the leaming
environment to mecdmize student engagemeant. O O O o
standard 9. Professional Learning and Ethical Practice
Beloer
Advanced Proficient Dewveloping  Standard
Standard 8.1 - Invite constructive feedback and
respond positively. o O o o
Standard 8.2 - Set and implement gosls to improve
e plement g F 0 O o) O

standard 10. Leadership and Collaboration

Beloer
Advanced Proficient Dewveloping  Standard
Standard 1001 - Communicate professionally - oral,
writien, and alecironic O O o O
Standard 10.2 - Respond to people, problems and 0 e 0O '®)

crises effectivaly

The following 2 items ask you to evaluate your overall perfformance and preparation.
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11. Based upon your overall performance as a 1st vear feacher, how would you rate yvour
impact on student leaming?

() Highty Effective

() Moderately Effective
() Somewhat Effective
O Inaffective

12. Overall, do vou believe vou were prepared fo be an effective 13t yvear teacher?

() Yes
) Mo

The last two fields provide you with an opportunity to comment or provide suggestions. Your
comments are appreciated and will be (anonymaously) incorporated info information provided
to Nebraska teacher preparatory institutions and to the NDE.

13. Comments to inform $He//FieldBestRecommendinglnsiitutioniame} with its continuing
improvement efforts toward preparing classroom-ready teachers:

14. Comments which can help the Nebraska Deparment of Education improve this survey
process:

Poweared by Qusalidcs
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Appendix B

2020-2021 Nebraska 1% Year Teacher Survey (Principal Version)

Main Block

2020-2021 Nebraska 1st Year Teacher Survey

This sureey is designed to provide Mebraska educator preparation institutions with information about the

effectivenass of first year teachers prepared by their institution. Survey items are adapted from the

nationally recognized InTASC standards of teacher quality. These standards are consistent with both the
Mebraska Teacher Framework and the evaluations us=d during teacher clinical experiences.

Your responses to this survey will not be shared with individual teachers. Survey results will be provided

to teacher preparation insfitutions to inform their continuous Improvement initiatives.

This sureey is intendsd for principals of teachers complating their first year of teaching during the 2020-
2021 school year on a regular teaching cerificate.

Vour respanses to this survey should be reflective of the following first year teacher:

Mame: ${e:lIFieldTeacherFirstName} ${e:FieldTeacherLastName}
Endorsement(s): HeField/Endorsements}

Schook FHe/Fisld'SchoolMame] (10 e \FieldSchoallD})

Teacher Preparafion Instifution: ${e:(Field'BestRecommeandinglnstitutionMame)

If the teacher identified abowe is not a first year teacher, is not at your school, or you are othemwise

receiving this survey in error, plesse email us at nde.researchi@nebraska. gov.
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Thiz teacher has more than one teaching certificate endorsement. Please choose the endorsement best

matching the primary focus of their 2020-2021 tesching assignment. (response regquined)

The following 25 ifems ask you fo rate the extent fo which you feel this teacher was prepared by their
pregaratory program. Details and response guidance are provided on the: NE Clinical Practice

Ewvaluation Rubric.

Standard 1. Learner Development

Standard 1.1 - Uses knowledge of students and their
development and adjusts teaching to facilifate student
leaming.

Standard 1.2 - Builds on stedent strengths to facilitaie
leaming.

Standard 2. Leamer Differences

Standard 2.1 - Can identify differentistion in student
nesads,

Standard 2.2 - Responds to differentiztion in student
neads with individualzed instruction and varied
learning expariences

Standard 2.3 - Brings multiple perspectives and
cultural resources to content and discussions.

Standard 3. Leaming Environments

Sfandard 3.1 - Promotes a positive classroom
enwironmsant

Standard 3.2 - Uses and communicates clear task and
behavioral expectations to support an emvironment of
l=aming.

Below
Advanced Proficient Dewveloping Standard

O O O O

o o o o

Below
Advanced Proficient Deweloping Sfandard

o o @] o

O O O O

O O O o

Below
Advanced Proficient Deweloping Sfandard

o o o o

O O O O



Standard 4. Content Knowledge

Standard 4.1 - Uses and communicates confent
knowiledge

Standard 4.2 - Uses scademic vocabulary and
grammar

Standard 4.2 - Provides opportunitizs for students to
demonstrate their content knowledge

Standard 5. Application of Content

Standard 5.1 - Standard 5.1 - Helps students link
concepts and engags in critical thinking

Standard 5.2 - Engages students in the development
of Bteracy and communication skills

Standard &. Assessment

Standard 8.1 - Matches instructions and assessments
to lzarning objectives

Standard 8.2 - Uses formative and summative
classroom asses=ments that facilitate leaming

Standard 8.3 - Amends instructional strategies and
adapts interventions as needsd

Standard 8.4 - Provides differentiated instruction and
assessments that positively impact learning

Standard 7. Planning for Instruction

Standard 7.1 - Plans sequenced learning expsriences
and performance tasks linked to leaming objectives

Standard 7_2 - Plans and implement mulipl= ways for
students to demonsirate their knowledge and skills.
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Below
Advanced Proficient Dewveloping Standard

O O O O
o @) o O
o O o O

Below
Advanced Proficient Deweloping Standard

@] O @] O
o o o o

Below
Advanced Proficient Deweloping Standard

@] O O O

O O O O
o O o O
o O o O

Below
Advanced Proficient Deweloping Standard

o o O O
@] o o o
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Standard &. Instructional Strategies

B=low
Advanced Proficient Developing Standard
Standard 8.1 - Incorporates digital fools and
technologies inte instruction O o O o
Standard 3.2 - Uses evidence-based strategies to 0 0 'S 'S
support critical thinking and content leaming
Standard 2.3 - Organizes and manages the leaming e e 'S 'S

environment to masdmize student engagement.

Standard 9. Professional Learning and Ethical Practice

Belowe
Advanced Proficient Deweloping Standard
Standard 8.1 - Inwites constructive feedback and
responds positively O o O o
Sfandard 9.2 - Sets and implements goals to improwve
practice O O O O

Standard 10. Leadership and Collaboration

Belowe
Advanced Proficient Dewveloping Standard
Standard 10.1 - Communicates professionally - oral,
written, and electronic o o o o
Standard 102 - Responds to people, problems and e e 'S 'S

crises effectively

Fimal BElock

The following 2 items ask you to evaluate this feacher's overall performance and preparation.

11. Based upon the performance of this 1st year teacher. how would you rate their impact on

student learning?

(O Highly Effective
) Moderately Effective
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() Somewhat Effective
O Ineffective

12. Would you consider this teacher effectively prepared for continuing employment in your
district?

) Yes
O Mo

The last two fields provide you with an opporfunity fo comment or provide suggestions. our
comments are appreciated and will bz (anonymously) incorporated into information provided
to Mebraska teacher preparatory institutions and to the Mebraska Deparment of Education.

13. Comments to inform ${e://Field/BestRecommendinglnstitutioniName} with its continuing
improvement efforts toward prepanng classroom-ready teachers:

14. Comments which can help the Mebraska Department of Education improwve this survey

process:

Powered by Quakiics
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Appendix C

Nebraska Clinical Practice Rubric

NEBRASKA

BEFARTMENT OF ERUCATION Updated 12.15.17

Mebraska Clinical Practice Rubric

Taachar Candidaie:
Evaluator's Name:
Evaluaior's Rola:
Diata:

Select the call n aach row, which bast descnbes parformanca. At madterm, the goal would ba for student ieachars ta be parformng
at Davelaping or Praficiend. if performance is scored “Below Standard,” please ba in communicabion with the coomdinator of fisld
BXPENiENCEs.

For Office usa oaly: CT! TG/ US

Advanced Proficient Developing Balow Standard
Uses knowledge of | |lses data about studants lUzas data abaut Caollects data abaout Lacks avidence of data
""'*':_:"“ and their devalopment fo sturdents and thair students and their collection and usa
adjust teaching and build on | development o adjust | development but doss | relaled ta students and
Standard 1 studant strangths resulting taaching. not adjust feaching. their devalopment.
Learner Development | in student leaming.
IRTASC 1; CAEP 1.1
 Differentiates |dentifies shudarts’ naeds Identifias students’ |dartifies shudents’ Dioas nof idantity
et e | for differantiation and nesds for difierentistion | needs far shudants’ naeds for
rasponds with indrvidualized | and responds with diffarentiation. differantiation
Standard 2 insfruction, flesdble individualized
Leamer Diffierences | grouping, and varied instruchon, flexible
WTASC 2, CAEF' 1.1 leaming axpariences fo grouping, and varied
include bringing multiple |parning experiencas.
parspactives and culfural
rasowrces ba the
discussion of conlent
Promofes a positive | Communicaies and Communicates and Communicabes and Aflempts fo
“.““’""“I rainforcas clear task and reinforcas dear lask rainforces clear task communicate and
thmegh clear bahavior axpeciafons o and behawveor and bahavior reinforcas clear task
expectatons studants, devalops mutines | expectations o axpeciations o and bahaviar
that suppart expectations students and follows shudents. expectations o
Standard 3 and mnimizes the loss of | routines that suppart shudants.
Enwirorments insfuctional ime. axpactations for fie
WTASC 3; CAEP 1.1 |sarning enviranmend.
|
Uses accuate Communicales accurale Communicates Communicabes content | Communicates
m?: ponband, uses academic accurate conbant, usas | and uses academic inaccurate conbant,
vacabuizry vocabulary comectly, academic vocabulany wocabulary, yet doas academic vacabulary
provides relevant comecly and provides | not conssiently provida | and'or provides
Handard 4 oppartunities for studarts to | rebevant cpporinities | ralevand opportunities | imelevand opportunities
EFE'.:- CAEpy | demonstrate understanding | for students io for students to for students ta
' " | and usas nowladge of demansirate demansirala demonstrate
commaon miscancaplions o | understanding. understanding. undarstanding.
creats accuraie
imdarstanding in the
contand araa.
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NEBRASKA
BERARTMENT OF IBLCATION Updated 12.15.17
E students | |inks concepts fo help Links concepts fo halp | Links concapis o help | Doss nof assist
m"’fﬁ"“""';_'ﬂ' students make connecions | students make shidants make studants in making
problam solving and engages students in connections and connaclions in the connecons in the
applying mathods of mguiry | angages shudanis in discipline. discpling.
Fandard 3 in the discipline to angage apglying methods of
hepaitel | leamers in arifical thinking. | inquiry in the discpiine.
IRTASC 5; CAEP 1.1
Develops iiteracy | Engagas students to ufiiza | Engages studends fo Engages students in Provides few
and ﬂm;f“ ieracy and communication | wliliza literacy and dewveloping literacy and | oppartunities for
r—— skilis from a vaniaty of communication skils by | communication skills. studants ta devalop
resowces and perspecives | accessing a vasiely of literacy and
Fandand 3 o addrass fargatad resauncas and communication sz
mm“md purposes and audiances. perspeciivas fo show
ITASC 5 CAEP 1.1 understanding of
confert. | —

Uses classroom | Lisas dassroom formative Uses classmom Uisas dassroam Uses classmoom
e and summative assessments | formative and summativa| formative and formative and
Standand & that match objectives and assessmants that maich | summata sumimative
Assessment inform instruclional decisions | objectives and infiarm assessments that assessmants but may

RTASC & CAEF 11 4o quide implementation of | instruchional decisions fo | match obsectives and nat match objectives
differantiated instruchional guide implementation of | mform instucticnal and'os inform
sirabegies to include differantiated decisians. instructional dacisions.
designing andlor adapling instructional stratagies.
nterventions as a rasulfl.

Assesses for Uses student parformance | Uses studant Usas student Dioss nof use student
learming data and knewladge of pedformance data and | pedormanca dataand | performance data
Siandsrd & students ba idantify knowledge of studants | knowledge of students | andlor knowledge of
Aszpssmert intarventions that suppart ta identify mtarventions | 1o identify intarvenbions | students ta identify

RTASCE; CAEP 1.1 | andlor advance leaming that support andior that suppart shuderts. | inberventions that
thraugh a senes of advanca students to support stsdents.
differaniiated assassment postraly impact

practices that posiivaly |learming. —

impact leaming.
Plans far Sequencas leaming Saquencas leaming Sequences kaming Provides litle or no
- experiancas linked to the expariances fnked o | experences linked o | evidence of sequenced
Stidard T leaming obpctives, the leaming obyactives, | the leaming objeciwes. | leaming axpariences
Pianning for parformanca tasks and performance fasks and | perormanca tasks and | and'or axperiences ana
Instruciion assassments 1o pravida assessmants fo provide | assessments. nat linked b3 the

RTASCT, CAEP 11 | ) ibipile ways for students | muliple ways for leaming objactives,

o demonstrate knowledge | sludents o parformanca tasks

and skills 1o inchude using demonsirate and'or assessments.

data bo adjust for recuring | knowledge and skils.

leaming neads — | r—

thraughaut planning.

Incorporates digital | Designs or adapts rebavant | Provides relevant Prosades ralevar Provides learning

il leaming axpariences that |earning expeniencas laaming expanancas expanencas that
incarporate digital tools and | that incorporaie digital | that incorporate digital | incorparata digial tools
Standard & rasowrcas ba pramoie tools and resowrcas to | foals ba stimulate infraguently ar
'1;'-’"?"0"“' studant learning and promoie student intarast. inaffactivaly.
rchc:Ep oy | crestivity | lsaming and |
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NEBRASKA
BERARTMENT GF EEUCATION Updated 12.18.17
Uses ressarch- | | lges & broad ranga of Uzes evidence—based | Uses evidance-based | Uses siralegies and
based nskwcfional | gyidence-based strafegies | sbralegies fosupport | strategies fosupport | poses questions.
e to support laaming in tha learning in the content | leaming in the condent
Saandard § conbant area, poses araa and posas ared and posas
Insiructienal guestions that sbct student | quastions that alici quesfians that elicit
kT&T&E 11 | thinking about informatian student finking and student thinking.
and concepés to build crtical | suppost critical finking
thinking skills. shills. I 7
Uses engagement | Orpanizes and manages the | Organizes and Manages the leaming | Aflempts fo manage
to enhance learing | 1o ming environment for manages the leaming | enviranment for student | the leaming
Siandard § studant engagemant and environment for student | angagement. environment for
Instructiona parsonal accountabality angagemant using studani angagemant.
Stefeges using sirategies that provide | strategies that provida
RTASC & CAEF 11 | popartunities for studends to | opporunities for
process and articulata new | students fo procass
knawledga. and arficul ate new — —
knowledge.
Accepis cifigue | Inviles constructive Invites constructve Imvitas canstructive May rasist constrsctive
and input regarding | fpedbark responds feedback, responds feedback, responds feedback or fail to
: pasitively, independently posiivaly, with support | positively, but implement gaals o
Standard 9 seds and implamants goals zats and implements mconsisbanthy improve prachica.
Professional Leaming | {n improve practica. goals ko improve implements gaals fo
ﬁ”ég?m practica. improve prachics. |
Commys Conveys a confident, Conveys a confident, Conveys professional Conveys a lack of
professional | professional decorum when | professional decorum | decorum when professional decarum
intaracting with laamers, when inferacting with interacting with whan intaracting.
Standard 10 paers, collsaguas and the learnars, pears, lsamers, peers,
Leadership and community in small and colleagues and tha colleagues and the
InTm 11 larga group sitwations io community in small and | community n small and
' includa seeking out large group situaBions. | large group stuations.
leadarship opportunitias in Ary minor lapses have
the school andiar been addrassad.
comimunity.
Uses professional | Demonsirales professional | Demonstrabas Demonstrates Demonstrates
communcalon | oy written and alectronic | professional oral, prodessional oral, unprofessional aral,
Standard 10 comimunication, reasponds fo | writhen and alecironic writtan and elachronic wiitten andiar
Lesdershipand paople, problams and crises | communication, communicatian, elatironic
Celiatraton effectively and respands ta peapla, raspands io paople, communication andiar
INTASC L CAEP 11 | pommunicates with families | problems and crises | problems and orises responds 1o peaple,
through a variety of means | effectivaly. affectvaly with problams and crises
[Le. nates home, e-mails or additional assistanca. ineffactwaly.

websites, phana calls,
confarences, meatings).
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Comparison Matrix of Survey Language to INTASC Standards

INTASC InTASC

Categorcy Standard Standard

NDE Sub-

Survey 1 Language

Survey 2 Language

Standard 1. Learner Development -
1. Student Development-Standard 1.1 - |Standard 1.1 - Uses knowledge of
1.1 The teacher understands how students [students and their development and
- grow and develop. adjusts teaching to facilitate student
] learning.
g_ 1. Student Development-Standard 1.2 -
o .
= The teacher recognizes that patterns of
9 learning and devilo ment vgr Standard 1. Learner Development -
8 1.2 o & . P ¥ Standard 1.2 - Builds on student
= individually within and across the . )
o - L . . strengths to facilitate learning.
c cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional,
§ and physical areas.
1. Student Development-Standard 1.3 -
The teacher implements
1.3 2 . None presented
developmentally appropriate and
challenging learning experiences.
2. Learning Differences-Standard 2.1 -
0o . o Standard 2. Learner Differences -
c The teacher understands individual ) _
= 2.1 . K Standard 2.1 - Can identify
= differences and diverse cultures and . .
@© B . differentiation in student needs.
9 o communities.
g c Standard 2. Learner Differences -
= o 2. Learning Differences-Standard 2.2 -
[ ] . ] Standard 2.2 - Responds to
b} b The teacher ensures inclusive learning . . .
c a 2.2 . differentiation in student needs with
e — environments that enable each student |, . . . . i X
- o . individualized instruction and varied
9 c to meet high standards. R X
= = learning experiences
TE o Standard 2. Learner Differences -
Standard 2.3 - Brings multiple
2.3 None presented . & P
perspectives and cultural resources to
content and discussions.
3. Learning Environments-Standard 3.1 -
& . Standard 3. Learning Environments -
The teacher works with others to create "
3.1 X o Standard 3.1 - Promotes a positive
@ environments that support individual .
E . _ classroom environment.
) and collaborative learning.
€ 3. Learning Environments-Standard 3.2 -
5 . . . " |standard 3. Learning Environments -
o The teacher creates environments that .
S . Lo . Standard 3.2 - Uses and communicates
c 3.2 encourage positive social interaction, . )
wi ] ) . clear task and behavioral expectations
0o active engagement in learning, and self- . .
= o to support an environment of learning.
= motivation.
§ 3. Learning Environments-Standard 3.3 -
S .
The teacher manages student behavior
3.3 g . None presented
to promote a positive learning
environment.




InTASC

Content Knowledge

InTASC NDE Sub-
Categorcy Standard Standard

Survey 1 Language

4. Content Knowledge-Standard 4.1 -
The teacher understands the central
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Survey 2 Language

Standard 4. Content Knowledge -

4.1 concepts, tools of inquiry, and Standard 4.1 - Uses and communicates

structures of the discipline(s) he or she [content knowledge
i teaches.
E 4. Content Knowledge-Standard 4.2 -
2 The teacher creates learnin
2 ) - Standard 4. Content Knowledge -
~ experiences that make these aspects of ]
- 4.2 L . ] Standard 4.2 - Uses academic
c the discipline accessible and meaningful
(7] vocabulary and grammar
b= for students to assure mastery of the
8 content.

4. Content Knowledge-Standard 4.3 - Standard 4. Content Knowledge -

43 The teacher integrates Nebraska Standard 4.3 - Provides opportunities
’ Content Standards and/or professional [for students to demonstrate their
standards within instruction. content knowledge
Standard 5. Application of Content -

oo 5. Application of Content-Standard 5.1 - ppiicatl
c Standard 5.1 - Standard 5.1 - Helps
] 5.1 The teacher understands how to ) .
b= . students link concepts and engage in
o connect concepts across disciplines. " o
o critical thinking
G
o 5. Application of Content-Standard 5.2 -
E) The teacher uses differing perspectives |Standard 5. Application of Content -
§ 59 to engage students in critical thinking, [Standard 5.2 - Engages students in the
é ’ creativity, and collaborative problem development of literacy and
< solving related to authentic local and communication skills

global issues.




InTASC

Instructional Practice

INTASC NDE Sub-
Categorcy Standard Standard

Survey 1 Language

6. Assessment-Standard 6.1 - The
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Survey 2 Language

Standard 6. Assessment - Standard 6.1 -

6.1 teacher understands multiple methods |Matches instructions and assessments
of assessment. to learning objectives
6. Assessment-Standard 6.2 - The
teacher uses multiple methods of Standard 6. Assessment - Standard 6.2 -
- 6.2 assessment to engage students in their |Uses formative and summative
T ’ own growth, to monitor student classroom assessments that facilitate
§ progress, and to guide the teacher's and |learning
é’ student's decision making.
P Standard 6. Assessment - Standard 6.3 -
6.3 None presented Amends instructional strategies and
adapts interventions as needed
Standard 6. Assessment - Standard 6.4 -
Provides differentiated instruction and
6.4 None presented .. .
assessments that positively impact
learning
7. Planning for Instruction-Standard 7.1 -|Standard 7. Planning for Instruction -
71 The teacher plans instruction that Standard 7.1 - Plans sequenced learning
§ ’ supports every student in meeting experiences and performance tasks
g rigorous learning goals. linked to learning objectives
=] 7. Planning for Instruction-Standard 7.2 -
z & Standard 7. Planning for Instruction -
= The teacher draws upon knowledge of .
= ) Standard 7.2 - Plans and implement
o 7.2 content areas, curriculum, cross- .
0 . : multiple ways for students to
o disciplinary skills, technology, and . .
= demonstrate their knowledge and skills.
= pedagogy.
f—: 7. Planning for Instruction-Standard 7.3 -
7.3 The teacher draws upon knowledge of None presented
students and the community context.
8. Instructional Strategies-Standard 8.1 - |Standard 8. Instructional Strategies -
8.1 The teacher understands a variety of Standard 8.1 - Incorporates digital tools
instructional strategies. and technologies into instruction
_§ 8. Instructional Strategies-Standard 8.2 -
an
(9] The teacher uses a variety of . .
© instructional strategies toyencoura e Standard 8. Instructional Strategies -
—
& = . Standard 8.2 - Uses evidence-based
— 8.2 students to develop deep . . L
© . strategies to support critical thinking
= understanding of content areas and .
iel ) . . . and content learning
B their connection and to build skills to
g apply knowledge in meaningful ways.
§ 8. Instructional Strategies-Standard 8.3 - |Standard 8. Instructional Strategies -
33 The teacher utilizes available Standard 8.3 - Organizes and manages

technology for instruction and
assessment.

the learning environment to maximize
student engagement.
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Survey 1 Language Survey 2 Language
InTASC InTASC NDE Sub-
Categorcy  Standard Standard
9. Professional Learning and Ethical Standard 9. Professional Learning and
91 Practice-Standard 9.1 - The teacher Ethical Practice - Standard 9.1 - Invites
engages in ongoing professional constructive feedback and responds
learning. positively
9. Professional Learning and Ethical Standard 9. Professional Learning and
9.2 Practice-Standard 9.2 - The teacher Ethical Practice - Standard 9.2 - Sets and
models ethical professional practice. implements goals to improve practice

9. Professional Learning and Ethical
Practice-Standard 9.3 - The teacher uses
evidence to continually evaluate his/her

Professional Learning and Ethical Practice

% practice, particularly the effects of

'g 9.3 his/her choices and actions on others None presented

5 (students, families, other professionals,

£ and the community), and adapts

§ practice to meet the needs of each

% student.

;é 10. Leadership and Collaboration- Standard 10. Leadership and

o~ Standard 10.1 - The teacher seeks Collaboration - Standard 10.1 -

opportunities to take responsibility for Communicates professionally - oral,
student learning. written, and electronic

10. Leadership and Collaboration-
Standard 10.2 - The teacher seeks
opportunities, including appropriate
10.2 technology, to collaborate with
students, families, colleagues, and other
school professionals, and community
members to ensure student growth.

Standard 10. Leadership and
Collaboration - Standard 10.2 -
Responds to people, problems and
crises effectively

Leadership and Collaboration
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Survey 1 Language Survey 2 Language

INTASC INTASC NDE Sub-
Categorcy  Standard Standard

11. Impact on Student Learning and
Development-Standard 11.1 - The
11.1 [teacher works to positively impact the
learning and development for all
students.

12. Professional Dispositions-Standard
12.1 - The teacher demonstrates

12.1 . R
passion, self-awareness, initiative and
enthusiasm.

12. Professional Dispositions-Standard
12.2 - The teacher demonstrates skill in
12.2 interpersonal relationships, reflective

response to feedback, and displays
evidence of appropriate social
awareness.

12. Professional Dispositions-Standard
12.3 - The teacher practices good

12.3 |judgment, flexibility, problem-solving
skills, professional communication, and
organization.

None presented

(NDE Specific)

12. Professional Dispositions-Standard
12.4 - The teacher maintains a

12.4 |professional demeanor and
appearance, and displays dependability,
punctuality, and perseverance.
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